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CHAIRMAN MELDON LEVINE: Welcome, ,good morning and welcome 
to the Santa Monica City Council Chambers for a hearing of the Assembly 
Subcommittee on Criminal Justice Resources. I'm very pleased to have 
with me today, as chairman of the subcommittee, one of the two other 
subcommittee members, my colleague Assemblywoman Marian Lafollette 
on my far right, and between Marian and myself is a member of the full 
committee on Criminal Justice, Assemblywoman Gwen Moore. The other 
person participating in the hearing to my left is John Rueda who is 
consultant to the subcommittee for the purposes of this hearing and a 
member of my staff in Sacramento. The subcommittee has called this 
hearing today for the purpose of examining the crisis of diminishing 
resources which currently affect programs and services in Los Angeles 
County and throughout the State. Local governments, in the wake of 
Proposition 13, have reduced expenditures for many important functions, 
including criminal justice functions. Probation departments in this 
process have been particularly vulnerable to reductions in programs 
and staffing and have received ·heavier cuts than other criminal justice 
agencies. The decline in probation resources raises important questions 
about the future role of probation in the criminal justice process. 
Among the most important of these is whether probation's effectiveness, 
as a low-cost alternative to incarceration, will be undermined and what 
impact such a result will have on the courts, on the prisons, and on 
the jails, on prosecutors, on schools, and on the general public. 
Through the testimony that will be offered today, the subcommittee hopes 
to obtain some answers to these questions. I will begin by calling 
the Mayor pro Tern of the City of Santa Monica to say a few words of 
welcome, but before calling him to the witness stand, I just want to 
make one personal comment. I apologize for the hearing b~ginning a 
little late, I assume that everybody in the room has heard the 
frightening and tragic news of the ·death of the President of Egypt, 
Anwar Sadat, that obviously causes all of the proceedings here to pale 
by comparison to that type of international tragedy with the types of 
potentially destabilizing consequences it has to world peace and I hope 
that nobody will view it inappropriate to offer just a personal comment 
that I'm sure is shared by the other members of this subcommittee of 
sympathy for the terrible events that have happened in Egypt and 
sympathy for the people of Egypt and of the Middle East. 
Moving back now to the proceeding of the morning in this 
hearing room, I'm very pleased to welcome this subcommittee and to 
greet the other people who are here, Vice Mayor of Santa Monica and 
Chairman of the Santa Monica Citizens Task Force on Crime Prevention, 
a friend of mine, Councilman Ken Edwards. Thank you for making this 
hearing room available to us and I hope that you will convey those 
thanks to your colleagues as well. 
MR. KEN EDWARDS: Well, thank you Chairman Levine and members 
of the committee. I want to -- on behalf of the citizens of Santa 
Monica City Council and the residents of Los Angeles County, welcome 
you to Santa Monica and in particular . commend you for the formation 
of this committee. We in Santa Monica, as other local communities, 
are trying to resolve our own crime problems within our communities. 
We are holding public hearings throughout Santa Monica. We have been, 
for the last several weeks in eight square miles, holding eight public 
hearings throughout our community to hear from our citizens their 
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complaints regardi~g cri~e. What is becoming clear to us is that the 
viability of the programs that we set up on a local level are very much 
dependent on the health and the viability of county agencies, particu-
larly the Probation Department, and we look to you for guidance and 
hope you will be able to work wit~ us and enable us to enhance the 
programs that we are attempting to develop on a local level. Again I 
want to welcome you and wish you good luck and thank you for coming 
to Santa Monica. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Thank you very much Councilman Edwards, we 
very much appreciate all of your help in enabling us to hold this 
hearing. Our opening witness of the list of ten witnesses who we have 
scheduled today on the probation agenda is the District Attorney of 
Los Angeles County, John Van de Kamp. District Attorney Van de Kamp 
obviously has intimate regular experience with the probation situation 
and the impact of the recent budget cuts on probation in Los Angeles 
County in particular. I'm very pleased to have District Attorney 
Van de Kamp as our opening witness and we welcome you here. 
DISTRICT ATTORNEY JOHN VAN DE KAMP: Thank you very much 
Mr. Chairman and members of the panel this morning. I came here today 
because I'm distressed when any part of the criminal justice linkage 
starts falling apart. Although I'm not saying that the Probation 
Department is falling apart, I just want you to know that I think 
today, more than any other part of the system, it is perhaps the 
weakest link. As we went through the budget process last year in 
this county, and I'm talking about local police departments and other 
members of the law enforcement community, we saw some minor cuts in 
police services~ some minor cuts in prosecution services~ we saw 
stagnation in terms of the jail facilities, and indeed, of course, 
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at the state level you have major problems with respect to the need 
for more state prison space. And yet, .hit hardest and worst of all 
is the Probation Department. Fifteen million dollars in cuts were 
suffered by the Los Angeles County Probation Department this last 
year. Certainly among all the criminal justice agencies it has become 
the poor step-child of the criminal justice system. Now what does that 
do with respect to their work. The documents that I think that have 
been presented to you today just hit some of the highlights. We 
find that the normal adult supervision caseloads have been increased 
100% from 150 to 300. The department standard is that 65% of those 
defendants, that is about 21,000 people, who report in person, only 
once, only once every six months. Intensive narcotics supervison 
caseloads have been increased 33%. Adults convicted of drug offense 
and ordered to submit to urine drug testing will receive significantly 
less supervision than in the past. That is important because we find 
that kind of testing often times keeps bu~glars and those who we 
engaged in property offenses clean. I think the juvenile area has 
perhaps been hit worst of all. In juvenile supervision, the caseload 
has doubled from 75 to 150. The decentralized juvenile intake program 
known as Intercept has been eliminated. 654 supervision has virtually 
been eliminated. I'm told that at the outset hundreds of active cases 
were summarily closed. We were told that they'll not totally eliminate 
the program in the sense that they'll put kids on 654 supervision 
which is informal supervision of -- but rather than having them 
supervised by probation officers, in the future that a court will 
be responsible for periodic review of the case file. That is very, 
very minimal. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Excuse me, Mr. Van de Kamp, can I interrupt 
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you, Assemblywoman Moore wanted to ask a question. 
MR. VAN DE KAMP: Yes. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MOORE: On the 654 formation, are you supportive 
of that, because that would appear to me to be one of the programs that 
there would not be much public support for given the mood of the 
public in regards to crime and the feeling that people should be locked 
up for ... 
MR. VAN DE KAMP: We support 654 in appropriate cases because 
it is a intermediate type of a step. I think they had something like 
6,000 cases last year where there was this form of supervision, it 
frankly kept the juvenile court caseload from getting clogged up even 
more. The result of the cutback in this area, I am told, even though 
they are filing some of these cases away, is that we are getting more 
cases presented to us for filing, which means, greater impact on the 
criminal justice process. The question about 65.4 will always come up. 
Respect is with whether or not discretion is being properly exercised 
in using 654 in appropriate cases. I think we are going to find that 
in the future there will be greater need for 654. My guess is that 
diversion programs, unless they are supported by local governments, 
will start to dry up. And that will place even greater pressure on 
the probation system to deal with those cases, those cases dealing 
with first offenders, to have some kind of minimal supervision to let 
them know that there is something going on inside the system. And, 
of course, if probation is not there to pick up that slack, then the 
criminal justice system is going to have to pick it all up and as I 
told you, the criminal justice system today is less equipped than it 
was one year ago in terms of staffing and manpower. In spite of the 
fact that as we well know, the crime rate has gone up over 20% in the 
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last two years. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MOORE: So you as district attorney feel that 
there is some place in the criminal justice system for 654 supervision? 
MR. VAN DE KAMP: Yes I do. Let me just give you a couple 
of other notions this morning about probation and its effort. I'm sure 
that non-professionals here think of probation primarily in the area 
of supervision. They do a lot more than just supervise. We depend 
on them for court reports. In felony cases, presentencing reports 
are prepared in every case. In the misdemeanor cases, they are 
prepared, but not in all cases. And certainly the reports that are 
submitted are submitted today on a much shorter kind of form. Now 
there is nothing wrong with short form presentence reports, but 
what we're going to see in the future is less and less in the way of 
reports in misdemeanor cases particularly. I guess we will see sloppier 
reports with less research done on the felony cases and that is going 
to work, I think, to the detriment of the justice system. And I'll 
just give you one example. You have the case down in Southgate, that 
you may have read about a couple weeks ago, where a pregnant woman 
who had allegedly stolen $10 from a service station client, received 
90 days in the county jail. I think to most people that was a shocking 
result and looking over the transcript of that case the other day we 
found that that case was dealt with summarily on the spot. When 
evidence was taken it was submitted with no argument made with respect 
to sentencing, no referral of any kind to a presentence investigator 
to give the judge some background facts which might of revealed the 
woman's pregnancy, the e~tent of her condition, the extent of her 
background, her ability to understand English and a lot of other 
factors that would of been very helpful to Judge Hopson. Now, I do 
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no,t know whether or not probation officers were available there or what 
the factors are in that particular court, but I tend to think in every 
misdeme~nor case where there is the potential of jail that it works 
to the benefit of the judiciary, the prosecution, and the defense 
to have some kind of background report so cases like that do not end 
up the way that one did. So court reporting is a very important aspect 
of their business and what we are told today is that officers feel 
themselves under much greater pressure to get reports out. There are 
delays and I think that the reports ultimately are going to be shorter 
because of the pressure that is placed on the officers. 
We talk a little about supervision, clearly if you have the 
supervision of 150 juveniles or 300 adults there is no way you can 
really do an appropriate job. But just to give you an idea of standards 
in that area, last night I picked up The Challenge of Crime in a Free 
Society, President Johnson's report that was done back in the late ~O's, 
and when I went to the probation section I found there the recommendation 
that goes as follows on page 167: "All jurisdiction should examine 
their need for probation and parole officers on the basis of an 
average ratio of 35 offenders per officer." I'm not saying they 
don't say that that is the optimum or a perfect number, but obviously 
when you're going to 300 adults or 150 juveniles, there is no way 
that you are going to be able to take any kind of significant time 
to work with those particular people. You're really making a mockery 
out of the system. You are almost better off, it seems to me, to 
place them on a summary probation, because by having those kinds of 
caseloads you are leading the public to expectations which I don't 
think probation officers can fullfil!. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Do you, by any chance, recall what the 
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caseload was when you became district attorney? 
MR. VAN DE KAMP: I'd have to check with my friends from 
probation departments who are here today. I would imagine, and I'll 
look around to ask, it was roughly half or 66% of what it is today. 
I see some heads nodding and I think that is probably a pretty good 
guess and I would ask you to direct that question to them because they 
would be more precise about it. But obviously it has gone way up. 
I already mentioned the elimination of the 654 program, the Intercept 
program which worked very well in a number of places like our juvenile 
justice centers. It helped free police officers to get on the spree 
to help divert young and minor offenders in the diversion programs. 
That has been eliminated. 
What is left, of course, and this is necessary, is the 
probation officers that work and the probation employees who work in 
our detention camps and our juvenile halls. That is an area that you 
really cannot cut back unless you want to toss everything on the state 
and that is very tempting every once in a while. You get some support 
from the state for those programs through our AB 90 programs. I'm 
told that rougly 3,000 young people today in the county of Los Angeles 
are in this kind of intermediate facility, that is, where they are 
there on usually short term commitments anywhere from three months 
to a year. Those are, I think, important camps that have to be 
maintained. We have the facilities, we have good people operating 
I 
there, we cannot really a~ford, I think in the long run of things to 
strip back. Indeed I comply to have one complaint about the handling 
of juveniles in the past, it has been that we have not stepped in 
quite early enough with sanctions. And I'm not talking about CYA 
necessarily, I'm talking about sanctions where they are brought off 
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shore rather quickly early on and those kind of camps on a short-term 
basis help provide the ability to. give that kind of early sanction. 
Now I think that one of ~he reasons that we are here today is 
the fact that probation as a first step-child has not been able to 
justify its existence in terms of research and methodology in the way 
that may be more obvious from your taking criminals who just committed 
a crime right off the street. And I would hope that out of these 
hearings that we put together some better information about caseloads, 
about what kind of sup~rvision works · ana with whom. And that perhaps 
out of the crisis that probation finds itself today, that we would be 
able to better establish those things that work the best. But I can 
only say that at a time when crime is where it is and when we need to 
have all elements of the system working as well as we can, that it 
makes little sense to do what we have. done with the Probation Department 
here in Los Angeles County and I'm sure that what happened here is 
also happening around the state. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Thank you very much. Assemblywoman LaFollette 
has at least one question. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN.MARIAN LAFOLLETTE: Yes I do, in fact, I'm glad 
to hear your last remarks about our having further discussion about the 
value of the program. I know we are here to talk about the fiscal 
implications and impacts, but I guess I reflect the concerns of a lot 
of people who wonder if the whole probation program is an effective 
program. And should, if we have x number of dollars, should those 
dollars be directed toward more camps, whe~e there can be constant 
surveillance and possibly redirection through teaching versus should 
the dollars be spent on more probation officers. 
MR. VAN DE KAMP: What I try to do this morning in a very 
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cursory way and I -- your question is obviously a very good one -- is 
to in a sense split it up, because there are a number of functions that 
they serve, I mean court reporting -- presentence reports -- is 
certainly one function which I think makes a tremendous amount of 
sense with the criminal justice system and I think you would agree, 
if you were a judge that you would want to have that kind of information. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: But that function doesn't have 
to be handled primarily by probation officers. 
MR. VAN DE KAMP: No, but it is and there has been a tradition 
of it and there has been the training for it and sure we could say pass 
it on to somebodyelse we will create a new agency, but I don't think 
that is a very good solution today. I'm just saying that the service 
needs to be maintained by professional people and we have professionals 
who work in probation. In fact, we are losing professionals now because 
of what is happening and I think it is a terrible loss to our society. 
Second, you then get in the area of supervision and I think that's 
probably where your question needs to be raised today to the experts 
from probation services about types of caseloads where they are the 
most effective. Now I tend to think that from my empirical position 
or watching the empirical evidence that they have been able to do 
in the early days of the gang program with intensive supervision of 
former gang violators who have been released on the street is going 
to make a long, long difference in the community in conjunction with 
the crisis intervention network in conj~nction with the crash program 
and the juven~le program in connection with Operation Hardcore. We 
think that an integral part of that program that is going to make a 
difference because they will know that they are being watched pretty 
carefully and that if they are off the beam in violation of their 
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conditions they could be stamped up and sent back to the CYA. That 
is important just as I think that narcotic testing is too, for those 
who have been addicted because they know that there has to be a regular 
supervision of that unless they cheat and t~at occurs once in a while, 
someone is going to pick them up. 
In terms of the kinds of supervision for the other kind of 
offenders, that is the area that I would like to have you direct your 
questioning to today. Certainly with respect to camps in Los Angeles 
County, in the last year we tried to increase the number of beds we 
just opened in a facility up in the Landcaster area. We reconverted 
the Mira Lorna. facility to take several hundred younsters because of 
the burgeoning population that those camps need to handle. I think 
it is a fair question and I think that the -- the supervision area 
is probably the one that is really open, I think, for discussion and 
research. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Let me ask you one question. If you could 
outline in general what it is that you expect to see from probation, 
what as the district attorney of the largest county in the state, can 
you just set forth briefly for us what the parameters of your 
expectations are for probation and how the probation system is or is 
not meeting those expectations. 
MR. VAN DE KAMP: Alright, lets go back. Certainly adequate 
report writing in all felony cases and most misdemeanor cases so the 
judges can make informed decisions when jail or incarceration is apt 
to be the punishment. Second, close supervision, particularly in 
violent crime and felony cases so that the people who have been 
convicted of felonies are watched carefully and they are given the kind 
of resource assistance that is needed and they know that they are 
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still not out of the woods until they have completed that probation. 
Indeed what we are looking for there are better rates of showing lower 
recidivism and I think that that has to be quantified by probation. 
And then of course you get into the different kinds of programs that 
are sub-sets of that ... 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Let me interrupt you in the middle of your 
answer because Assemblywoman Moore wants to interrupt. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MOORE: Lets go back to your comments about 
close supervision, because I think that is one of the problems tha~ 
probation is really inexperienced at this point in terms of justifying 
its ability to perform tasks that are delegated to that agency. In 
the absence of caseloads that allow them to give the kind of supervision 
that you just described, is there still much for probation? 
MR. VAN DE KAMP: Well in the other areas, yes, and if only 
on a summary basis to check over to see whether or not there have been 
violations. Let's say specific conditions of probation, that which is 
really violations of all laws. Yes they could play a little there. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MOORE: I guess what I am saying John, is 
that how does the criticism -- of course their probation stems from 
the fact that there is a belief that they don't -- that the people 
get into difficulty and they get into difficulty because they have 
not been property supervised -- it's a vicious circle. Probation 
has doubled and tripled its caseloads and probation officers are 
kind of caught in between. But is there some value in just whatever 
supervision they can give, is there some value to you as DA or that 
you might see as DA in that department? 
MR. VAN DE KAMP: Well even with minimal supervision, I 
think that there is some value because at least for the people involved 
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there is a place to go for resource help even though it is minimal. 
Indeed I think that is one thing that is oftentimes overlooked. Let 
me just give you a personal example. When I was the federal public 
defender in Los Angeles, I hired a woman who had been to DPSS to work 
for a clientele in my office to serve as a form of a probation officer 
in a sense of providing jobs and resources, drug and alcoholic program 
possibilities for them. One of the most satisfying parts of my work 
in that office is what we were able to do with people in getting them 
into programs, getting them jobs, trying to get them relocated and 
resocialized to a certain extent, by the time they got up to the 
probation officer. And I see the Probation Department and officers 
being able to provide some of the resource opportunity and help and 
guidance for those people who do not belong in state prison, because 
they are a centralized focus for someone who prpbably will not be 
able to find their way around the lab room with governmental agencies. 
So I think that, in that sense alone, they can provide an important 
service. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Can you go back -- did you have other 
things that you wanted to .•• 
MR. VAN DE KAMP: That about covers it. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: In answering my question when I asked you 
about your expectations you got into adequate report writing, close 
supervision -- were there other things or are those the two principal 
thoughts? 
MR. VAN DE KAMP: In the third run, of course in the detention 
facilities, short term detention facilities in the county on a local 
level where you can stop people short basically for a short period of 
time so they know that something is going to happen, and so that 
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they are not going to go out on a revolving door system and nothi~g is 
going to happen. I think that we all know that there are too many 
young people today who think that they can get into trouble and 
nothing is going to happen. Through the criminal justice system and 
the Probation Department it's a restructuring that we are going to have 
to make to make sure that there are sanctions slap on the wrist if 
you will -- very early on which get much tougher much more quickly 
than they do today. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MOORE: I don't see any city attorneys down to 
give comments but would you see any role for the probation department 
and the handling of the enforcement or the new drunk driving or any 
kind of new or different kind of roles that probation may play in the 
increased penalties that have been imposed on drunk drivers? 
MR. VAN DE KAMP: I think there is a role for someone to 
play in analyses of the drivers who are involved. I was a very strong 
supporter of pre-conviction diversion programs in this county before 
we passed SB 38 which provided for close pre-conviction diversion and 
second time cases for serious alcoholic offenders, those people who 
are alcoholics, because we believe that those programs made a lot of 
sense. The .major problem with first offenders -- and the courts have 
the power to impose conditions of probation to get them into these 
programs -- is that it is oftentimes very difficult to determine who 
is the casual drinker, one time only situation, and those who have 
engaged in this kind of thing repeatedly who have the real problem 
who should get in those kind of programs. That kind of service I 
think is very useful to a judge who has to impose sentence because 
I tend to think the most important thing a judge can do with that 




ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: Getting back to the youthful 
offender, the young person on probation. Is there any cooperation 
between school personnel and your department? 
MR. VAN DE KAMP: Absolutely. We have set up in the last 
year on-going meetings with school principals and school security 
people so that they better know the legal parameters in which they 
can act, the law changes that are taking place, our problems in filing 
and to try to extend to them every kind of courtesy and cooperation 
that they need and I had some meetings recently with members of the 
new superintendent's staff and they are very pleased with the way 
that it is going. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Okay, we're going to have a witness from 
the Los Angeles Unified School District. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: As I have been sitting on the 
Criminal Justice Committee during this past .year, my first experience 
I, of course, went to Sacramento with preconceived ideas about how to 
attack this problem and in the long run there are of course -- the 
more conflict I see -- but as our young people turn more and more to 
crime, it seems to me that we are going to have to start reaching out 
to them at a much earlier age and it seems that there is going to have 
to be and we will talk about this with the schools, but I wanted your 
expertise, your thought about this. It seems to me that we are going 
to have to begin to identify those who are having problems in school 
who are potentially the ones who are going to decide that breaking 
the law is easier for them than conforming. And it would seem there 
that your short time detention facilities might be able to come in 
and cause a break in the pattern of that individual, if there is 
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complete cooperation between the schools and law enforcement and there 
is a training program that happens at that point. I don't -- this is 
off of the subject of probation except that •.• 
MR. VAN DE KAMP: No I think, it isn't, because you are right 
on beam because I think probation has a role in those cases. One of 
the suggestions that has been made, by the way, in that area is that 
with some of these younger offenders is to put them to work on our 
beaches to pick up some of the slack and some of the thi~gs that other 
agencies that suffer ... 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: Part of that is good, to keep 
them physically involved, but they also have to be mentally involved. 
MR. VAN DE KAMP: I think the problem with short term, what 
I'm to do with the short term sanction is to bring them up straight, 
in other words to stiffen them up and let them know that something is 
going to happen to them that is not all good. And the trouble with 
short term, let's say a 10, 20-day, 30-day kind of a sanction of 
that sort is that it would take them out of the school, and yes, it's 
going to be very hard to pick up an education or truly positive 
program. I think you almost have to look on that kind of a p~ogram 
as being one that is soft to shock as much as anything. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Before you leave Mr. District Attorney, 
I want to engage your expertise in one other area. I know that this 
doesn't apply to the American League but I know you'll be qualified 
to express a judgment on the match between Fernando Venezuela and 
Nolan Ryan later. 
MR. VAN DE KAMP: I would take Venezuela 7-5. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Thank you very much. We'll see how he 
comes out. Before calling on our next witness, I just want to make 
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one other comment which I had intended to make at the beginning of 
0 the hearing. We are fortunate that Assemblywoman Moore, who, although 
she is not a member of the subcommittee and is a member of the full 
committee, we are fortunate that she can be here. She is really the 
Legislature's expert in the whole area of probation, as a former 
probation officer herself. I know that I and I know that a number 
of our colleagues rely very heavily on her judgment in this general 
area, so having you here today, not just because of your general 
assistance on all other matters, but because this is an area that is 
of peculiar interest to you and you have such personal knowledge and 
we are very grateful to you for being here. 
The next witness that we will call is John Felix, the 
President of the Los Angeles County Probation Officers Union, Local 
685 of AFSCME. Mr. Felix. 
MR. JOHN FELIX: Good morning. The citizens of California 
are highly concerned with rising crime rate, the level of assaults 
and property crimes that are taking place. The elected officials 
have responded to public outcry, by proposing tougher sentencing laws 
and building thousands of new prison cells. Thoughts of rehabilitation 
are being abandoned. Punishment and incarceration are being viewed 
as the only answer to the crime problem and it's being voiced by an 
ever-increasing number of public officials. Lock 'em up is the new 
call. It is a simplistic answer to the complex problem of crime. As 
the bandwagon rolls on fewer and fewer voices are being raised, 
especially on the wiseness of this "lock 'em up" policy. But the 
questions remain and they need to be addressed and that is the purpose 
of these hearings. 
The United States has the highest rate of incarceration 
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amongst industrialized nations in the world, and California has the 
highest incarceration rate amongst the 50 states. And yet crime 
continues to rise and it is an ever higher increasing rate -- is 
incarceration going to be an effective cure -- when it appears to 
have failed to date in dealing with the crime problem. Who is going 
to pay the bill with this lock 'em up policy? The prisons and 
youth authority facilities are already greatly overcrowded; tougher 
sentencing means thousands upon thousands of new prison cells must 
be built the costs are staggering. It cost anywhere from $30 
thousand to $70 thousand to build a maximum security cell. The 
cost of maintaining prisoners in these facilities range from $13,500 
a year to $22,000 which is the average in the California Youth Authority 
facilities. And this will go on year after year. And the public is 
going to be asked to foot this bill and if we pursue this policy to 
end of lock up all the offenders, it is going to run into the billions 
of dollars. 
There's also a hidden cost in this lock 'em up policy. 
Thousands of families are broken up by the incarceration of the 
offenders; families go on welfare rolls. You have new generations 
of youthful offenders that grow out of these broken homes, and who's 
going to be addressing the cost involved to this means. The 
probation officers of Los Angeles County feel that probation is an 
answer to deal with many of the offenders in the community. We 
recognize the need to incarcerate those violent offenders who aren't 
fit to be let loose in our community, but many others can be effectively 
dealt with by probation. The problem with probation is that is is 
misunderstood. The public views probation as letting people off, 




county jail is oft a required condition of probation. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Can I interrupt you at this point and ask 
you to just address that concern in a little more detail. I think 
you're right. I think that the public does view probation as letting 
people off rather than any type of punishment. What would you say to 
respond to that, if that were an accusation or a charge, and you wanted 
to say, no, that's not true. How do you support your position. 
MR. FELIX: A great number of felony offenders are required 
to spend up to a year in county jail as a condition of probation on 
a five-year probation plan. They are ordered to pay the fines that 
go to the general fund here in Los Angeles County. They have to make 
restitution to the victims of their crimes that they have committed. 
They pay back the victims. The person who is sentenced to the state 
prison, the ability to collect restitution is eliminated. And the 
victim is always the person who is least considered in a criminal 
offense. Everyone is concerned about speedy trial, civil rights, you 
know, the lock 'em up policy, etc., but the victim gets left out of 
this. Probation is an answer for the victim. In Los Angeles County, 
last year, we collected over $6 million in fines and restitution for 
victims. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: What are the figures on the extent to which 
convicted criminals who are given probation, as opposed to jail or 
prison, repeat their criminal conduct? 
MR. FELIX: There are varying statistics. The problem with 
probation is the ability to measure our success rate. In certain 
cases we can, like in the 654 Supervision Program in 1978, 55% of the 
juveniles who went through that program had no further contact with 
law enforcement and •.• 
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CHAIRMAN LEVINE: But 45% did. How does that compare to 
other programs or other punitive responses? 
MR. FELIX: It is one of the answers and what we choose to 
look at is the positive aspect, the 55% who were then eliminated from 
the criminal justice system, who are dealt with effectively without 
the added cost of going through a trial procedure. We were able to gain 
restitution for the victims. It's to concentrate on the positive. No 
program will ever prove totally effective. You have cases like 
Theordore Franklin, the murderer who went through the entire system 
and still failed. Prison was not the answer in that case. Nothing 
was the answer. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: I don't want you to dwell on this throughout 
your testimony, but I · do think, particularly in l~ght of Assemblywoman 
LaFollette's question to the District Attorney raising some fundamental 
questions about the value of probation altogether; in your argument 
and you are addressing it, but in the course of your presentation, and 
I'd suggest that the other witness~s think about this as well, I 
think that some attention should be given to responding to that question, 
in the broader context of the value of probation. Part of addressing 
that specific ..• 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MOORE: I just want to add an addendum to 
that. I think it would be helpful, too, if you would let us know 
what some of the options in terms of probation are. You talk of 
654, the decision to replace someone on 654 may be just solely based 
on the fact that there has been no previous contact, or whatever the 
reasons; but, on the other hand, there may not be enough evidence 
to get aDA ... (Inaudible) •.• would not that be the reason for not .•. 
(Inaudible). 
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MR. FELIX: That is an additional reason that many youngsters 
are put on 654 supervision, but at least we can start dealing with 
them even though there's a lack of evidence to obtain a conviction, so 
to speak, in a prosecution case. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MOORE: I guess what I'm saying then, 45% 
that does not make it -- is not necessarily based on the judgment of 
the probation officer (Inaudible) suitable for the program, but simply 
because there was not enough evidence to get ·them any further, and I 
think it would be helpful to people if they knew that probation works 
hand in hand with other agencies, such as the courts and then makes 
recommendations in some instances. 
MR. FELIX: In numerous cases, we've recommended against 
654 supervision but it has been imposed upon us by the court, where 
the court will turn around and over our objections, order that a minor 
be placed under informal supervision rather than formally processed. 
So failures are not all the lack of the program. A lot of it has to 
do too with the level of supervision we've been able to provide. 
Mr. Van de Kamp pointed out that federal guidelines say the caseload 
should be 35 and we were operating with 75. Because of the number of 
hardcore offenders that we had to supervise, one of those cases was 
a 75 that a lot of your energies are diverted in that direction and 
the amount of time that you are able to apply to these first-time 
offenders, or minimal offenders, is diluted and it loses the 
effectiveness. Part of the success of the criminal justice system 
is not so much the severity of the punishment imposed, but the 
certainty that for every act there is going to be a reaction, there 
is going to be a consequence. That is what gets lost. And what 
happens with probation, is that someone is put on probation and there 
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is expectations that there will be certain steps taking place, but they 
don't come about because of the lack of funding. And then what happens 
is that you people say that probation doesn't work. It doesn't work 
because it's not ever been effectively implemented. In those cases 
where we are able to spend the time with young people, and with adult 
offenders, we are able to divert a significant number out of the system. 
I can point out a couple of my own personal experiences. 
In 1976, we placed a young girl in a placement facility here in L.A. 
County, she had a history of petty thefts, but she'd also been emotionally 
and physically and sexually abused in her own home. She was emotionally 
crippled. Now we kept her in a placement facility for over three 
years. She is now a receptionist down at the federal building downtown 
and is a functioning, fully responsible law-abiding member of the 
community. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: Yet you kept her in the facility? 
MR. FELIX: She needed it because she needed psychological 
counseling and emotional support. For the first three months when 
I saw her, she couldn't make eye contact because she had been so 
emotionally destroyed. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MOORE: But while she was in the facility 
she was under the supervision of the probation office? 
MR. FELIX: Correct. She was receiving counseling from 
us. The first step was to stop her from committing the petty thefts 
that she'd been involved in. If she came into the system now, because 
of the loss of revenue, she would be kicked out in less than a year. 
Placement staff, anticipating that unless we were able to work with 
her in sufficient amount of time, she would have wound up a ward of 




forever care home. Now we spent those up-front dollars on this young 
woman and she's now a successful member of the community. We could have 
not spent the money, she would have wound up a ward of the state. She 
was in that situation that the prognosis was so poor. 
I had another young man approach me at a health club where 
I was wearing a union T-shirt identifying myself as a member of the 
Probation Department. And he came up to me and asked if I was a 
probation officer and then he spoke about his own experience where 
seven years ago, he was sent to camp and then was intensively supervised 
in an after-care program. He said that no matter what anybody says, 
sending me to camp and putting me on probation was the best thing that 
ever happened to me. Since then he has not had so much as a traffic 
ticket. He knew and understood now, he didn't appreciate it at the 
time, that he was pulled up short, because he was getting involved in 
more and more serious crime. 
The after-care program, which is a significant part of that 
camp experience where young people develop internal controls in a 
structured setting and then they are intensively supervised when 
they come out of camp, to continue that program and those'internal 
controls in the community, has now been eliminated by counties. So 
someone goes to camp, starts to develop positive attitudes, comes 
out and is set adrift. Nothing is done for them. They are put on 
a caseload of 145 or 150 youngsters and no one sees them. You lose 
the benefit and it then becomes a wasted program, because of the 
cutback in funding. We used to be able to send youngsters to camp 
at an earlier point in their delinquency history. We now have to 
reserve those spaces for the hardcore. Then the camp experience 
itself can become meaningless. Where a ten day stay in Juvenile Hall 
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might be very effective and have a tremendous impact on the first time 
offender, if someone's committed ten offenses, going to Juvenile Hall 
for ten days no longer has any meaning. What we have to do is spend 
the money up front. It's kind of like the Blue Cross Dental Insurance 
the county provides here; they allow us to get our teeth cleaned on 
a subsidized basis twice a year, rather than wait and pay the expense 
of having an extraction from ignoring the problem. And it kind of 
falls along the lines of the way our society reacts. We are reactors 
and we have disaster funds available after a dam breaks from a flood, 
but if we don't spend the money to repair the dam in the first place. 
And that's what we are looking at -- probation as a preventative tool 
that is much more cost-effective. When you look at -- identifying 
caseload sizes, if you use federal guidelines of 35, to lock those 
people up in prison would cost you $1.75 million for the prison cells, 
and it'll cost you, even on a minimal level, $472 thousand a year to 
keep them in those cells. That same 35, it costs the cost of one 
probation officer, so you are talking less than $40 thousand in total 
cost versus $472 thousand and the $1.75 million to keep them there. 
So lock up three adults in a minimal security prison at $13,500 per 
year, I could have a caseload of three and the state would still save 
money. But no one ever looks at those kinds of cost comparisons. 
Probation is cost-effective. But what we do is, we always spend 
fifty cents instead of a dollar and then say well, it's not as 
effective as we want, since we've cut it so far, let's cut it down 
to a quarter and then to twelve cents. And then we complain why 
probation is a failure. Probation is a failure because it's not 
properly implemented and the answer to this is that the state must 
assume some responsibility. In Los Angeles County, over 85% of the 
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budget is spent on mandated pr~grams. There is only 15% of the tax 
dollars or discretionary funds. Probation is a discretionary program. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: What percentage of that money comes from 
the state. Eighty-five percent of the programs are state mandated, 
what's the percentage of the dollars that are expended that you get 
from the state. 
MR. FELIX: I'm not prepared to answer that, but I know that 
it's a significant amount; it's not 85% of what's ... 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: It would be useful at some point because 
there is, at least, we wander through the halls of Sacramento assuming 
that when we mandate a program, we are paying for it. So, if that's 
not true, we ought to have some information to back that up. 
MR. FELIX: And then the problem comes when the Board of 
Supervisors meet to -- limitations and funding -- where do they cut 
the first place to get cut is the probation service. It compounds 
the problem. I think if the state were to form a task force to first 
examine the viability of probation and if they looked at it impartially, 
we are fully confident that probation will come out with high marks. 
It's our ability to provide cost effective services at a much lower 
cost. There also needs to be standards set for maximum caseload 
sizes. Part of the problem with probation is the abuse of probation. 
People, when the community -- when someone is put under probation 
supervision, they expect the person to be supervised and just a case 
file put in a file cabinet in the hallway and have the clerk monitor 
it once in awhile. That is the problem with probation, not the 
probation officers, or the concept itself. 
We also need to look at funding sources. Since these crimes 
are crimes against the state and not crimes against Los Angeles 
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County, the cost of those crimes and the enforcement of them, should 
be supported by the state. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Also crimes against the country. 
MR. FELIX: Yes. Los Angeles has no control over the influx 
of the population of L.A. County. We have to take who we get and we 
are forced to deal with many other problems, the same thing that 
happened in New York City -- went bankrupt under-writing welfare costs 
of all your surrounding states. Costs on the fundi~g, we know that 
the state budget is severely taxed at the present time, would be to 
look at sin taxes, alcohol and cigarettes, drugs and abuse, we purpose 
taxing drugs, such as amphetamines and barbiturates, rather than just 
taxing the drug industry, itself. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Let me just interject a political comment 
as much as anything else here, but regardless of the wisdom or the 
potential benefit of those programs, I wonder how you would end up 
even if you obtained those taxes, getting the Legislature to give 
probation the kind of priority in comparison to other criminal justice 
or even other societal resources that would yield that if the money 
comes in, that it ends up going where you want it to go. I think 
you should think through, if you are going to make this proposal, 
whether or not the dollars are going to end up in the place you 
want to see them go. You are going to have a tough time in the first 
place getting a proposal like that in and I have serious questions 
as to whether it will succeed. There have been several bills this 
year. Assemblyman Kapiloff had one and I think Assemblywoman Moorhead 
had one. Sin tax money would go to alcohol diversion, or other alcohol 
related programs. Even if you could get those through, and recent 
experience suggest that you probably can't, how do those resources 
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end up going to where you want them to go. 
0 MR. FELIX: We recognize the problem in getting it through. 
We propose them as examples of sources. The state must assume the 
fiscal responsibility, whether they use those funds and put the funds 
in the general fund and target a percentage of the budget towards the 
problem, but it must recognize the problem. We're talking about 
hundreds of millions of dollars in a bond proposal on the next ballot 
to put up prison cells. You could put up prison cells, but it really 
does·n' t maintain the cells. And it only deals with a few thousand 
cells. We got 60 thousand people on probation sup·ervision in Los 
Angeles County~ now, in no stretch of the imagination do all of them 
need to be locked up, but a significiant portion of them do. Mr. 
Van de Kamp talked about the 21 thousand felons who are receiving 
supervision once every six months. Those people are the ones who 
started, you know, commit a burglary, go to prison, we've got thousands 
of burglars in L.A. County alone, that would build themselves up in 
the first 30 days (Inaudible) ••• the rest of them go. Where do the 
new offenders go? It's not a viable alternative and I think if 
the dollars and cents argument is laid out to the public, it would 
quickly understand, but they're buying a program that they can't 
afford to pay for. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: Are you the person, or would there 
be somebody else to ask how it's determined which of those 21 thousand --
that those 21 thousand felons that belong on probation ..• 
MR. FELIX: How many of them belong on probation, is in 
many times, is a question to address · to' the judiciary, and one of the 
branches of the Superior Court here in L.A. County; in 36% of the 
cases, I guess, in 1979, the courts imposed sentences of a lesser 
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magnitude than recommended by the probation departments. We're the 
fall guy for everybody; but, whatever political expediency reasons, 
or plea bargaining that took place, the person who is backing the 
community in probations is blamed for them being there. We violate 
thousands of probationers a year; we're not responsible, because we 
have no control, whether or not they are removed from the community. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: Let me ask you another question, 
if I may. Of course you're talking a lot about money and we knew we 
would hear about money, the shortage thereof, was your union involved 
in the strike of the probation officers? 
MR. FELIX: Yes, it was. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: In July, ah, can you tell me 
approximately what that cost the taxpayers? 
MR. FELIX: On the salary savings alone, because we were 
not replaced, they actually saved money by us being off the job. And 
in addressing that, we turned back one and one-half percent of the 
proposed salary raises to us, back to the County to try to pay for 
jobs. We are not looking for money. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: You were not looking for money? 
MR. FELIX: In fact, we were striking for the caseload 
issue. When we saw that there was no way to circumvent it, the strike 
was called off, there wasn't the funds available at the county level. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: So I understand they had to call 
in administrators and deputies and that kind of thing? 
MR. FELIX: Only in the detention facilties; the (Inaudible) 
services were not staffed. So an actual salary savings took place. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: Did the union make up your loss 
of income? 
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MR. FELIX: No, it did not. (Inaudible) ••. there was no strike. 
(laughter) We did this on our honor and an act of conscience, so there 
was no money available. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Does that complete your testimony? 
MR. FELIX: I can answer any other questions. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Well, this is very, very helpful and we 
will follow up with you on some of these issues that your raised. We 
are grateful to you. Thank you very much. 
MR. FELIX: Thank you. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: I'd like to admonish the witnesses in 
the interest of probably more the fault of the chairman than the 
fault of the witnesses, we are about one hour and twenty minutes away 
from when we were going to start and we've only done two of the ten 
witnesses that we have on our agenda~ so I would urge the witnesses 
from here to try to limit your testimony to seven to ten minutes, and 
try to summarize the high points of your testimony so that we will 
have ample time for all of the witnesses that we have on our agenda. 
Our next witness who is the supervising deputy, is from the 
supervising deputy probation officers SEIU, Local 660, Mr. Louis Duran. 
Welcome, Mr. Duran. 
MR. LOUIS DURAN: Thank you. I will try to be brief. There 
is considerable debate about the cost of probation and its effectiveness. 
And reasonably so. When I was in college, the professor used to use 
an example citing the cost of criminology and comparing that to the 
cost of a probation officer for a full career. He said it was a bargain. 
A criminal would definitely costs more in one lifetime than will a 
probation officer. But that does not answer the basic question of 
the actual value of probation supervison. 
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I would, perhaps, prejudicially, argue that probation 
supervision is valuable and does work. I say, prejudicially, because 
I am a product of Los Angeles County Probation Department's supervision. 
At age 14, I was arrested and subsequently placed on probation for a 
period of one year in connection with, I believe, some 26 auto thefts. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: At the age of 14? 
MR. DURAN: At the age of 14. I learned to drive in stolen 
cars. I have not been in jail since. But multiplying example ••. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Let me just interrupt. Y'?U and ask, as 
long as you raised the experience, I assume that you credit the fact 
that you have not been in jail since, to the experience you received 
on probation. 
MR. DURAN: To a certain extent, I was fairly positive that 
if I were to commit additional crimes, Mr. (Inaudible) who is known 
to be very hard-nosed, was going to have me placed where I would not 
have the opportunity to steal automobiles, and that I did not want to 
happen. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: What do you think would have happened to 
your life and career had you not had that probation experience as a 
14 year old youngster? 
MR. DURAN: It's hard to say, but I was somewhat of a wiseguy. 
I was convinced that a kid could beat the system. The first time -- when 
it actually became apparent to me that I was on probation was when I cut 
school about a month after my court appearance, and the next morning 
I saw Mr. Rodriguez. He came upon me -- I happened to be in school 
when he checked other places first. I knew I was being watched. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: May I ask ypu, do you have any 
idea what Mr. Rodriguez's case load was at that point? Whether 
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you had talked to him at all. 
MR. DURAN: I'm not sure, but I did take over a caseload, 
myself, when I first became a probation officer back in the dark ages, 
and my caseload at that time was 104 cases and 59 court cases. It was 
a relatively manageable number. I also did some investigations. It 
rose considerably higher than are the probation caseloads of pre-1981, 
that is it was not as high as the caseloads are becoming now. 
My experience does not prove that probation works. Probation 
is, however, a risk-taking process which is in use; it may be debatable 
that probation affects rehabilitation. It is not debatable that there 
are 60 thousand probationers in L.A. County. It may be debatable that 
there is high risk involved in placing somebody on probation, what 
is not debatable is that, in the absence of adequate court reporting 
you wind up with an even higher risk, and that is what I am here to 
argue about today. 
I would like to point out that in the probation cut suffered 
by this department in Los Angeles County, we have essentially destroyed 
the ability of that department to fulfill its field services function. 
The figures have been given to you; I'd like to correct one of those 
figures. I'm not sure where Mr. Felix's information came from, but 
Los Angeles County in 1978 conducted some studies on 654 supervision 
and concluded that about 80% of those people placed on 654 completed 
the program successfully, and about 78% were not referred back to 
probation as a result of a new petition filing. That is closer to 
what I would have anticipated, a minimal supervision, or a minimal 
offender caseload might have -- might have produced the same ricidivism 
figures that would be produced in that kind of caseload. But with 
adult supervision doubled, with 30% increase in investigations, with 
- 31 -
municipal court investigations being conducted on a basis of two and 
four hours of time allotment, we do not have the capability of ensuring 
the populations county that we are attempting even to deal with the 
adult criminal element. When you have a 33% reduction in the manpower 
available for dealing with child threat caseload, you are putting 
children in jeopardy. If you are going to conduct intensive narcotic 
supervision, make it intensive. Reducing their capability by 33% makes 
it a farce. You are actually expending money foolishly. In dealing 
with juveniles, I was on a juvenile caseload, I would like to see more 
juveniles aware of the possibility that they can go to jail if they 
continue to mess around. I don't believe that this is possible under 
the kind of caseloads that are now mandated. I don't believe that 
you can tell the community that putting this child on probation out 
there in the community is a safe bet. I don't think it is. 654 
supervision, you cannot supervise people by placing them in a filing 
cabinet and waiting for a police report to come in to see if they have 
been rearrested. That is not supervision, anybody can you don't 
need a probation department to do that. If it is true that we are 
going to have people on probation, I don't believe that that is wrong 
because we don't have enough cells for everybody who is supposed to 
be incarcerated. Then there is the responsibility to provide some 
services to these people and to provide some guarantees to the community. 
In that respect as a historical note it is not just this year's cuts 
that have hurt us.. We have been on the receiving end of cuts in 
probation since 1975 and in fact they lost approximately 2,500 positions 
in that time, almost half of the department. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: Can I ask you a question? 
MR. DURAN: Yes. 
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: What is the citizen's involvement 
with the Probation Department? Do you have people who are willing to 
work with you as volunteers? 
MR. DURAN: We have a great many volunteers and they are 
used very, very effectively in many cases. We have, for instance, 
programs in the camp that are working: where we have a lot of community 
involvement a lot of volunteer support which is invaluable to us. One 
of the basic problems that we've encountered however with volunteer 
programs, is that while we have plethora of volunteers in some of the 
affluent neighborhoods, in the areas where the need is greatest, in 
the ghetto areas and poverty areas, we have almost no volunteers. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: Has there been much of an educational 
attempt by members of the Probation Department to talk with some of the 
corporations that now are be~oming interested in training young people 
outside of the schools? 
MR. DURAN: I was myself involved at one time with the 
VISTA program in the community and I did do considerable recruiting 
among some of the corporations that were expressing an interest where 
we got a lot of active support. I only managed to recruit one volunteer 
for my own program out of such programs. I expended more time in 
attempting to recruit than I was getting in volunteers services in 
return. And that may have been my failing -- I can't say for sure. 
I do know we use volunteers, volunteers are not appropriated across 
the board because we are dealing with a specialized population. We 
are dealing with people who subject to manipulating and who are best 
at manipulating somebody whose heart is obviously and strongly in the 
right place. Those people are the most vulnerable to that kind of 
manipulation, and getting street-wise criminals involved with it, can 
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sometimes be disastrous so we have to be very careful. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: I had my own experience with that. 
J udge Nebron , he has quite an intensive program, doesn't he, in the 
San Fernando Va l ley? 
MR. DURAN: Yes he does. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: Now is his a unique kind of program? 
MR. DURAN: At this time it is, yes madam. We have had, in 
t he past, we have had interested judges and we have had interested 
other public figures who in their own little baliwick manage to create 
the climate and manage to do appropriate recruiti~g. At one time, when 
I was familiar with the program, in the Citrus Court District we had 
an excellent program with volunteers worki~g with people who did 
community service in lieu of jail time. It was an excellent program 
it worked very, very well for a long period of time. I don't believe 
the program is operational now and possibly that it is expendable by 
the fact that the judge vitally interested in that program does not 
sit on that bench. Volunteer programs come and go and we cannot predicate 
adequate correctional system, on the services of volunteers. If we 
lived in Ann Arbor, Michigan, possibly. A small population exceptionally 
high rate of education, yes. Los Ang~les County, I'm afraid, that 
that is only a stopgap. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: · It seems to me as more and more 
neighborhood watch programs are being developed that this would be the 
place to begin to tie in the fact that it isn't just a matter of 
watching for criminals, but it is also following through with some 
extra supervision for some of the young people who need it. 
MR. DURAN: An excellent idea. (Multiple voices) •.. just 
one other thing. It is a lot easier to catch a criminal than it is to 
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find something to do with them after you get them. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MOORE: Let me ask you somthing. On the 
adversary proceedings with juveniles do you -- would you say that that 
system has had some impact on the effectiveness of probation officers 
to supervise juveniles? 
MR. DURAN: It's better to have impact both pro and con, for 
one thing, we are a lot surer that the individual we have under 
probationary supervision actually needs at least to be there. We 
don't have as many humbug cases getting through the courts with an 
adversary procedure working. Because of the fact that now we have 
to catch the little thug with the full goods before we could get them 
back before the judge and that doesn't necessarily get him removed 
from the community. It does hamper us a little bit as far as applying 
sanctions when he does not live up to his responsibilities under 
probation. If you were to ask me on balance whether it's effective, 
I'd say it's a wash. I like the idea that when I'm dealing with a 
person on probation, I'm fairly sure that that is the right person 
to be dealing with, he did it. And there were too much slip shod 
prosecutions and slip shod convictions that were being committed 
actually against the juvenile under the system where it was totally 
protectionary. It wasn't always protection and as much as I would 
like to believe that my colleagues are pure at heart and so forth, 
they are able -- they make mistakes and I know many times I've looked 
at a kid and wanted him on probation just because I knew he needed it 
deep down inside. But I have no right to interfere in his life as 
long as he is not really a culpable person. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MOORE: Given that and given your feelings 
you have just described, did you think that you were more effective 
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when it was a non-adversary proceeding? 
MR. DURAN: It definitely had more impact and the minor 
listened a lot more closely when I spQke because it was primarily my 
word that was going to get him sent wherever I thought he should go. 
Forgive me if I feel that that's a little bit too much power for a 
human being to hold in his hands. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MOORE: I was just going to ask you if you 
think that that came closer to the certainty that John Felix described 
in terms of probation and what helps to make it effective. 
MR. DURAN: I would hope that our judicial system is capable 
of dealing with the doubt factor. I would hope that we do not need 
to impose our will on people in order to maintain a judicial system 
that is just, that is fair and that is sure. I believe that a lot of 
what is wrong with the system, it does not provide for swift and sure 
punishment, has nothing to do with the laws that are enacted, or 
with the actual procedure of prosecution and defense. It has more to 
do with loopholes and manipulations that are permissible under the 
rules and possibly the tightening up of the rules rather than 
eliminating the protection would be what we would be looking at. 
As I was about to say, though, we have some proposals. We 
would like to see 1203 of the Penal Code amended to demand standards 
of supervision of criminal offenders. We would like to see the 
standard at maybe one personal contact per month at least on any 
felony probationer. We would like to see 1203.1 for the Penal Code 
which allows a probation officer to engage in preventing adult 
delinquency require the probation officer to engage in prevention 
programs in the adult area. We would like to see 13835 of the Penal 
Code, which addresses victim assistance, mandate or require that 
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the probation officer engage in programs of victim assistance. We would 
like to see Welfare and Institutions Code which addresses a concern for 
juvenile supervision, require juvenile supervision at a certain level, 
require that cases based under formal or informal probation see a 
probation officer at least twice a month. We would like to see 654 
which has been interpreted as possibly discretionary -- we would like 
to see it required in lang~age that cannot be questioned. We would 
like to see anybody based on 654 supervision, get supervision. We 
believe that it is foolhardy to skimp on minimal offenders and spend 
all our money on the hardcore, that is the way to produce, you cannot 
possibly incarcerate everybody. You better find some way to keep 
them away from it and it is not a diversion program to stick 300 
files in a filing cabinet in a corner and wait for court reports 
and wait for police reports to come in, that is not diversionary 
supervision. We would like to see Section 236 of the Welfare and 
Institutions Code, which allows delinquency prevention -- juvenile 
delinquency prevention programs -- made mandatory. We would insist 
probation officers engage in juvenile delinquency programs. We 
would like to see some kinds of sanctions returned to 601 of the 
Welfare and Institutions Code. We believe that much of the early 
intervention which was recommended here would reasonably fall under 
601 in failing to provide services or providing inadequate service 
under 601 simply invites additional serious acts on our behavior 
down the road. Funding would be a problem. The questions have been 
raised regarding the feasibility of additional taxes on alcohol and 
cigarettes (Inaudible) to reality, we recognize that. We do not believe 
that that absolves anybody drunk and need to try to search for 
additional funding sources. This committee's question regarding 
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mandated program and the relative cost, I don't have any figures -- I 
don't have extensive figures with me, but I do know that in 1978 state 
subsidy to camps, ranches, and schools in the 24 most populous counties 
was at $6.8 million -- that's per year. Los Angeles County alone spends 
over ten. No, you are not paying for your mandated programs. And if 
you continue to insist on mandating programs, then you are going to 
have to come up with some sources of revenues. Who would ask what 
happened to $105 million that this county collected in unsecured 
property taxes, which were confiscated by the state. If we are talking 
about revenue, just give me back the money that was rightfully ours to 
begin with. And for the immediate moment right now Los Angeles County 
has some $30 million in expendable funds allocated to various departments 
in the county. Approximately $13 million, $13 plus million of that 
in the sheriff department -- they are not going to be able to spend 
that money this year, it's going to sit there. Even if they were to 
argue that they were going to hire all the allocated officers tomorrow 
it would have made the first quarter savings of that whole amount, well 
over $3 million, while over $7 million and $30 million that's salted 
away, and we would suggest that this money could be better spent now 
to prevent crime than to prevent epidemic disease that proved that it 
serves no purpose for us except to permit the politician the comfort 
of knowing that they have a nice little neat egg salted away somewhere. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Thank you very, very much. That is helpful, 
thoughtful and provocative and we appreciate it a lot. The next witness 
is the Chief Probation Officer of Kern County and the President of the 
Chief Probation Officers Association, Mr. T. Glen Brown. We very much 




MR. T. GLEN BROWN: Thank you Mr. Chairman. I appreciate the 
opportunity to be here and I recognize your admonishment with regards 
to time constraints. I'll quickly try to pinch it off most of the 
important things I intend to present. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Thank you . 
MR. BROWN: And I want to proceed, however, with the format 
we developed telephonically and that is to add perspective for the 
committee of some of the statewide concerns. I'm sure you have 
emphasis on Los Angeles County and that is fairly understandable. The 
rest of the State we will try to bring to you in a very quick package. 
I'm not sure we could make it in seven minutes but we will try. With 
that thought in mind I have a couple of introductory comments. The 
association involves all of the counties and those chief probation 
officers meet regularly. Some of the comments that I'll make are 
gathered from the social comment that those individuals have made in 
those meetings. I have intentions of presenting to you other chief 
probation officers who have come today to give you perspective from a 
couple of counties. On your request of Mr. Rueda, I have interviewed 
telephonically I think five counties which have experienced budget 
cuts in response to your concern about how serious are the cuts. I 
will give you information on those counties in a single comment and 
I will have two of the counties, who are present here now, give you 
their comments to you directly. 
Additionally, the Probation Departments of this state have 
been concerned with the economic strategy for a stabilized funding 
base. I have the chairman of the legislation committee and the person 
who is managing that work here, I would like to have him take the 
microphone during my testimony for a couple of comments for you which 
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we have prepared in writing and may take with you, will not be given 
orally. The Probation Departments all have the common experience of 
receiving greater budget reductions than their counterparts in law 
enforcement. In almost every county, the sheriff, district attorney, and 
public defender, all probably admit that they received less budget cuts in 
the Probation Department since 1978 when the year began and that is common 
throughout -- I think. The Probation Departments are probably considered 
the eyes and ears of the courts. They work quietly, they have estimated 
that they work for the courts, they are appointed by the courts; the 
sheriff and district attorney are elected. The Probation Departments 
in this State generally conduct less of a public relations campaign 
than the other agencies in the criminal justice system. And that is 
a natural phenomenon -- we accept that. It is also recognized through 
the years that the probation Departments have assumed. enlarged or 
broadened scope of services which have attempted to meet their mission. 
And those cuts' are the ones that happen first as they occur in the 
optional areas for counties and the reduction in the priorities go 
from options down last through the mandated services, which is the 
pattern with all the counties as nearly as I could detect it. 
The general pattern for Probation Departments has been to 
identify which are optional, which are less damaging to the protection 
of the people we serve and to cut those first. We have to assure the 
mandated services and the District Attorney Van de Kamp has mentioned 
some of those for you here today. I will not repeat them. The general 
pattern of reductions in California that we have been able to discern 
from our view occur in what we call four classifications. A reduction 
occurs first and the elimination of collateral programs and services, 
such as: crisis resolution centers, day care, adult treatment 
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residential centers -- that kind of thing. Second level of reductions 
occur in the closure -- the actual closure -- complete closure of 
facilities at issue were such things as juvenile hall be mandated, 
we look at camps, camps are optional some of the camps went. The 
residential treatment homes, which are half-way type functions were 
included in that area and some of those group homes for juveniles were 
also just virtually and literally closed. The third level cuts to 
increase the workloads of staff keeping existing staff and increasing 
the amount of work that they attempted to perform. That goes to the 
subject of discussion. Should encounter caseload administrative 
positions take on .the reductions of staff positions, which would cut 
out volunteers, coordinators training officers, that kind of thing. And 
l~st1y, the general economics and management of Probation Departments 
occurred in areas of reducing transportation, training for staff and 
the services and supply areas. Now it needs to be said not all 
counties have experienced cuts, counties are vastly different: there 
is a great deal of variations in the counties and some of the counties 
have not been cut -- have been cut in fact, a few of the counties had 
been able to make additions to their budgets and to their staffs. 
The police, the sheriff, the prosecution of courts, have all seen 
increases in these years that we are discussing in expenditures as 
the public concern and sentiment has been urging high priority of 
public protection. And you're familiar with that syndrome from the 
legislative requests that you have received. 
The workloads of the Probation Department, it must be 
pointed out, are directly proportionate to the workloads of those 
sister agencies. There is an irrefutable relationship that exists 
when you have an offender who begins, through the system, and proceeds 
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through those agencies mentioned; prosecution, arrest courts -- through 
the Probation Department. That workload is directly proportionate and 
we feel acceptable. The probation services are mistakenly seen as a 
soft underbelly of the justice system. It had been pointed out why 
do we not try to justify our existence. I would like to reverse that 
and indicate to the others why do they not try to justify our existence 
as a fundamental component of the justice system, and I believe, if 
I can evaluate it on first hearing, that the district attorney, our 
first witness, did exactly that. Probation, unfortunately, is often 
viewed as leniency -- it's synonymous with weakness by the courts. 
This, of course, is something that is difficult to attack. The 
Probation Department has officers who evalute offenders and make 
recommendations to the courts. That recommendation is made on the 
officer based evaluation. And in many instances probation officers 
are what they call tougher than the court, and that recommendation 
is more harsh than the court is willing to exercise. The police 
departments in the early years were attacking the courts and blaming 
probation. I think they have backed off from that recently, and I 
hear less of it now around the state than ever before. It is 
refreshing for me to hear Mr. Van de Kamp's comments. Probation is 
seen as able to absorb cuts because if it is failing, reduction and 
supervision and caseloads and so forth don't matter anyway. That 
probably comes as a result to not understanding what portion of 
surveillance supervison really entails. And they don't know how 
many times respect for the law is akin to fear. And that fear is 
50 or more percent of our respect for law than supervision and 
surveillance itself has a definite role in the control of crime. I 




to my first probation officer who will give you a perspective now. You'll 
have to give me guidance on that. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: I just want to ask you a quick question. 
Are you able to provide us with any comparative caseload statistics 
between Los Angeles and other counties in the State? 
MR. BROWN: No. I can mention the cut reductions and I can 
mention the caseloads -- I intend to do that. I can't give you a 
comparative analysis. The study that we would have prepared for you, 
given the amount of time, has not been .•• 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: I saw some people in the audience nodding, 
so subsequent witnesses will be able to. Let me just ask you specifically 
in Kern County do you know what the caseload is in Kern County? 
MR. BROWN: The adult division probation load is around 160. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: One hundred and sixty. 
MR. BROWN: Yes, the juvenile caseload is around 100 to 110. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: And how has that changed since Proposition 
13 if at all? 
MR. BROWN: It's escalated in juvenile from 72 to over 100. 
It has been elevated in the adult ••• 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: From 1978 to 1981. 
MR. BROWN: Yes. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: So there is about a 50% increase in the 
past three years. 
MR. BROWN: It'll be closer to 40%. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: And the adult? 
MR. BROWN: And in the adult division the escalation has 
been similar, maybe a little higher 45%. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Are you in a position to analyze the 
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significance of that increase on the quality of the supervision that 
has taken place? 
MR. BROWN: I am with regards to the utilization imposed by 
necessity of classification. The Wisconsin classification system 
other classification systems which essentially causes you to pick out 
in your caseload those which you feel that are most dangerous and in 
greater need to receive a heavier amount of supervision and to reduce 
supervision for those others who are closer to -- within good control. 
Classification has become a necessity and a reality. In that regard, 
we do not find a larger number of recidivism in the caseload -- only 
and probably the adult division the courts are trying to put more 
on probation because of the public cry for harshness. That is to say, 
though we are committing in this county in my county -- more to 
prison than ever before and we're being probably in noncompliance 
because of -- with the state standards. We find that the judge who 
has that response to the community also wants more marshmallow offenders 
on some kind of status. He will not -- he now refuses to take no 
action on offenders which before he would release. He now wants 
action on a greater number of those coming before him. So it has 
escalated all of the workloads. I would like to indicate to you 
a couple of comments I received telephonically from three counties. 
First, Yuba County; they indicate in the three years mentioned that 
they have experienced a 45% reduction of their staff. And in their 
smaller county they have lost 28 out of their 62; all of probation 
services and they now are apparently. goi~g to lose this year presentence 
reports from municiple court. San Mateo County reports that they have 
lost 89 positions out of 445. There have been many demotions as a 
result of it, they were unable to handle it by attrition, there are 
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morale factors if close to adult residential treatment centers; they 
closed the Juvenile Group Home -- the entire operation. Their caseloads 
have gone from 85 to 130 plus in adult; in juvenile from 55 to 75 
plus. The third county -- Cecil, will you come forward -- is AJamP.da 
County and they indicated they lost 150 positions out of an 850 
person staff. They were hit harder than any other department in their 
county. Not only harder than criminal justice, any other department. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: I think it is safe to say then that this 
phenomenon that we are seeing in L.A. County is pretty typical of 
the situation throughout the state when resources in the Criminal 
Justice System are. cut, probation is cut the hardest. 
MR. BROWN: I think that's generally true in percentage. 
Some of the counties, of course, appropriation was not cut as much 
interest in relationship to the Criminal Justice agency as in the 
eight counties and naturally, when you are talking to us, we've 
singled out those counties which •.• (Inaudible). I have Cecil Steppe 
with me now, Chief Probation Officer of San Diego County. Cecil, 
you've heard the chairman's admonishment relative to time. (Laughter) 
Cecil, that's always very helpful after the first person takes all 
the time. 
MR. CECIL STEPPE: I'm accustomed to Glen, that seems to 
be the way he does most of the time. I have not been much of a 
follower of instructions. 
I welcome this opportunity, and I hope not just from San 
Diego County but from the Chiefs that are here to present a testimony 
to you, and you will get a balanced picture of what the State is really 
suffering. San Deigo County, with a population of 1,900,000 plus has 
a criminal justice system that is costing in excess of $93 million. 
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This last fiscal year, current fiscal year, as we mention budgets, 
of all the components in the criminal justice system, have received 
cuts. Criminal Justice Planning and Probation .will have too. The 
last two fiscal years, San Diego Probation Department has gone from 
1,169 staff to a low of 957. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: What were those numbers? 
MR. STEPPE: Eleven hundred and sixty-nine, it's a 957, a 
loss of 211 staff. 
staff? 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: In the last two years? 
MR. STEPPE: That's right. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: What percentage of that is professional 
MR. STEPPE: Seventy-five percent of that is professional 
staff. That represents a $4 million budget to budget for those 
two years in losses. I've got 19 thousand plus individuals, adults, 
and juveniles on probation in San Diego County. Seventeen thousand 
of them are adults. I have an intensive supervision unit that I was 
able to hold in reasonable check. Its prior yardstick was 35 cases 
per officer; I've had to increase that to 50 for this fiscal year. 
I've got 1,200 people of that 17,000 that we have deemed extremely 
high risk, high need, that we put into a program of intensive 
supervision, a minimum of two face-to-face contacts per month. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Your intensive supervision only yields 
a minimum of two face-to-face contacts per month? 
MR. STEPPE: That's the minimum, not the maximum. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: What's the norm? 
MR. STEPPE: We are above two, based on the kind of attitude 
that we had since we were cut so drastically, of at least making sure 
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that those individuals we deemed extreme high risk, that we put as much 
0 surveillance on them as we could. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Extreme high risk, as much surveillance 
as you can, I take it, doesn't very often yield even once a week. 
0 MR. STEPPE: That's right. I think when a cap occurs and 
I'm sure that most probation officers attest to it, that in any 
caseload, even at a caseload of SO, you have a handful of cases 
that require so much attention that many of the others who are 
marginally involved suffer because of that. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: What do you define as extreme 
high risk •.• (Inaudible). 
MR. STEPPE: We focus primarily on the individuals who have 
the excessive histories of violence, drug addiction, and alcoholism 
where they . also have been involved in crimes of violence. That's in 
a risk factor. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: What I don't understand is why 
they are on probation? 
MR. STEPPE: Well, I think several reasons. One of the 
points that hasn't been made that I'd like to make at this juncture, 
is that you can put people in custody, whether it's state prison or 
local enforcement, and they stay for a time serving, everybody 
eventually comes back to the community. I think the court, many times, 
seeing probation as that kind of an alternative, makes an effort to 
assist that individual in reversing the behavior patterns. I think 
one other speaker said that probation was high risk involvement and 
I think the intensive supervision is a testimonial to that. I can't 
answer any clearer than that. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: So we are saying that we have 
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that choice or continuous incarceration? 
MR. STEPPE: That's right. You can't keep them forever. 
(Inaudible voices). 
But in order to go beyond the intensive supervision, just 
to give me the capability of producing what I have, that it is met on 
the other end, is that I have caseloads in some areas as high as 
600, in a bank where I make no pretence to anyone, board or community, 
that we are going to be able to do anything more than as the behavior 
begins to exhibit itself -- attempt to do something with it. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: When you have these caseloads over around 
600, what are the nature of the offenses? 
MR. STEPPE: We have some who are involved in SB 38's, which 
is the convicted drunk driver program, and I think we are one of the 
few counties that has a probation presence in the SB 38 caseloads. 
We are talking about the PC 1000, the drug diversions. We have a 
category of very low risk, very low need, the kind of person that you 
really question why he's on probation, anyway. That would go into 
those kinds of caseloads. We have a requirement that a review of 
each case take place with the officer and a supervisor, within a 
six-month period, to make a judgment on whether that case ought to 
remain active on probation or whether it's time to change classification. 
But it does not exclude the capability as the dynamic shift that that 
person is not shifted to a higher level of classification to receive 
more supervision. So we have caseloads in adult supervision that go 
from level 1, or SO, to a high in the extended PC 1000, SB 38 caseloads 
of 600. 
Last year, and let me give you those figures, we had level 1 
cases of 35 that we were able to provide intensive supervision, to a 
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high of 225, so in some areas we have a 150% increase in our caseloads. 
0 In juvenile, one of the things we have been able to do is, 
to increase our 654, where we now have as high as three to four 
hundred youngsters involved in informal supervison. Supervision in 
0 juvenile is at 80 cases per officer, which is up from 75 of last 
year. Our intensive supervision averages between 35 and 40 youngsters 
per caseloads. We are one of the few counties, also, that has an 
honor camp system. We have six adult institutions and between that 
and the juvenile institutions, when our budget cuts came, the focus of 
cut was municiple court. One of the dilemmas that I'm faced with now 
as the Chief, is that the municipal court is saying I no longer ought 
to be treated as a step child. That I want the same level of service 
that you give the superior court. And it is saying to me that if 
necessary, he will produce a show-cause order for me to appear before 
the court to show why he receives such little service. So I think 
that dilemma is just beginning. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Sounds like fun •.. 
MR. STEPPE: It is. I think that's within my seven minutes. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: We really appreciate that. You've given 
extremely helpful testimony. You've presented a picture that will 
cause us to further be disturbed. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: I'm sure that was reassuring. 
(Laughter) 
MR. STEPPE: We have two other probation officers. We have 
the second county that (Inaudible) did not speak for. I think, Bill 
if you will come forward, we will give you my time but he should 
appropriately have reduced my time because the emphasis has been 
Los Angeles County to this point. I did schedule him to appear, so 
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I want him to talk. Then I have one other chief here and that would 
conclude our part. 
MR. BILL JOHNSON: We have, without a doubt, gone through --
I came here a few years ago and in those few years, we've lost about 
30% of our staff, 70% of which were professional staff. The budget 
cuts that have been described to you have all almost all come in the 
field area -- the supervision area -- and in the court investigation 
area. I'd like to give you a little -- a couple of things that you 
haven't heard though. Do we justify sheriffs' funding on the fact 
that so much success per sheriff's officer in an area? Do we justify 
the District Attorney's funding on his prosecution success rate --why 
don't we let the rest of the system and make him justify their 
existence, like you asking us to justify ours. I think probation 
is the best buy the buck has. I think that 75% of our probationers 
go through the period of probation without going to prison or being 
incarcerated in county jail. That's pretty good, that's pretty good 
dollars and cents to me. On a business basis, the business of so 
much theft as a loss, I think we have to take a certain amount of 
risk in the criminal justice field. Probations for risk area. You 
take the risk with us, it's a lot cheaper. There's no comparison 
to cost of probation to any other form of something to do. Unless 
you do nothing. Now, if you think probation is not worth bothering 
with, you should eliminate it, and do nothing other than incarcerate 
people. And just incarcerate them unless you have to. That's the 
only alternative you have in my opinion. 
The County of Los Angeles has cut -- actually the County 
Clerks increased over the '75, '76 through '80, '81, its budget 
and percentages -- four percent -- District Attorney, .60. Marshalls 
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0 
may be reduced by 10% -- municipal courts has increased 11%, public de-
0 fender decreased four percent, sheriff has decreased four percent, 
superior court's increased five percent, accumulative total of all 
those agencies at 3.5%~ ... (Inaudible) has been reduced 31.42%, and 
0 that's ludicrous.There is nothing else I want to say. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MOORE: Let me ask you something very quickly. 
Has L.A. County sustained --weren't there cuts and reductions sustained 
before '78? Hasn't there been a consistent downhill ... 
MR. JOHNSON: Since '75. I think that if I historically 
can print you the picture, I think there was over G,OOO . employees in 
this department and then we had state subsidy, that whole gambit that 
the people in Congress decided that to give us the money to keep 
people out of your prisons. Now, they're down to 3,300. So that's 
about 3,000 employees. We still face other budget cuts maybe this 
year. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: I assume you made these arguments to 
the L. A. County Board of Supervisors. 
MR. JOHNSON: I just read that from arguments to be presented 
to the Board. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Other than the direct, clear response in 
terms of how they allocated their dollars, was there any indicator 
of sympathy to this position. Was there any sense that you had that 
they m~y reevaluate this disproportionate cut, or is it clear that 
this is the direction that is fixed in concrete by the L.A. County 
Board of Supervisors? 
MR. JOHNSON: I definitely don't think it's fixed in concrete. 
I think a lot of work has been done with them. I think there is a 
lot of understanding on their part now. Some of the things that they 
- 51 -
have done. Some of the programs they particularly liked, Intercept --
one of the supervisors considered himself the originator of that. I 
think he'd like to see it back. It's a matter of looking at the 
priority. Department of Recreation in Los Angeles County has received 
as many cuts as we have, too, so there's other agencies in the County 
that received that. 
I think it's a matter of looking at the criminal justice system, 
as a system and really go back and decide there's a system and try to 
allocate its resources equally among that system and cut them evenly. I 
think we'll probably see some of that. We did have hearings last year 
and in a year we lost $18 million, we did receive $16 million for 
additional programs. I think .•• 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: State mandated programs? 
MR. JOHNSON: No, the County had gained violence hearings 
and out of those hearings they appropriated funds for us through our 
special programs and violent offenders which are up and growi~g now, 
and reduced caseloads and gain violent offenders and reduced caseloads, 
and in school liaison and have placed more effort in the most difficult 
city schools, and did open two more institutions for us with a 100 bed 
camp and Maryland, which we are going to make a reception center with 
200 beds. So they did give us those resources and then took $17 million 
more away and that's where the budget cuts become targeted areas that 
they did not give us additional funds. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Thank you very much. Mr. Brown, you have 
one more person to introduce to this subcommittee. 
MR. BROWN: I have one more person. Within my seven minutes. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: All this is . going to come down on Mr. 




MR. BROWN: On the Chairman's instructions, one of the areas 
that we have prepared information for you on is a matter of funding, and 
indicated to you during my comments of economic funding, strategy, 
committees, ... (Inaudible) and the Probation and Parole Association, 
which Mr. Fitzharris will allude to later. The information is ready for 
you and I'd like to have Michael Schumacher come forward and give you 
his comments in that regard and it will be in the form of handouts 
which won't take very much time. 
MR. MICHAEL SCHUMACHER: Mr. Chairman, committee members, I 
am Mike Schumacher, Chief Probation Officer of Orange County and the 
Chairman of the Legislative Committee for the Chiefs. I do have five 
handouts that I would like to leave with you. I'm not sure how we do 
it here. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Give them to one of the Sergeants. 
MR. SCHUMACHER: Let me briefly mention -- the first is a 
background document that deals with probation workload across the 
State of California and it also talks about the number of positions 
and where they come from and where · the workload winds up. The second 
deals with an issue that's come up several times this morning, that 
of the effectiveness and the cost-effectiveness of probation. The 
third relates to the impact on selected counties around California. 
You've heard from several -- I also have some data there for you on 
several others who have been hit rather severely. 
We also have a draft proposal that talks about some stable 
funding ideas. Very briefly, I'd like to mention that approximately 
84% of all state correctional caseloads are the responsibility of 
local county government. Forty-nine percent of all correctional 
incarceration takes place at the local level and 91% of all people 
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under supervision in California are at the local level. We have about 
85 to 95% of all probation funding corning from local property tax 
revenues, fines and reimbursements. In answer to a question that was 
asked, of one of the earlier speakers, because of the diminished 
fiscal resources, it means a reduction in all of the county's activities. 
As the people mentioned to you earlier on, we do believe the basis of 
our effective service and you will receive some handouts of what we 
are talking about. A couple of studies that took place in my county, 
one dealing with 583 high risk juvenile offenders in a tract of 12 
·months, subsequent to release from one of our institutional programs 
and on supervision. Of that entire group, 60% had no subsequent 
law violations of any kind and 75% had no subsequent violations 
resulting in reinstitution~lization back in Orange County and 95% 
had no subsequent violations resulting in a state correctional facility 
at all. 
Of a similar kind of study that we did, with 205 high risk 
adults, these were primarily adult narcotic offenses, offenders, 
57% continued with no subsequent violation of any kind, whatsoever, 
76% completed with no subsequent violation resulting in incarceration 
in our local level in Orange County and 89% completed with no return 
to a state institution. So, you can see that probation does have an 
effect and it's cost effective, as you've heard from other speakers, 
and what we would like to propose to you at this point is that the 
number one priority with the chief probation officers for this up coming 
legislative year is some sort of a stable funding base for the system. 
That is, one which we are not completely dependent upon the current 
circumstances. We believe that this is reasonable because the s~atr! 





ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: Excuse me. What did you say your 
caseload was? 
MR. SCHUMACHER: I did not. In Orange County the total 
caseload is 17,400. That relates to~ depending upon the kind of 
caseload you are talking about, around 117 for juveniles and between 
117 and 150 for adults. We do have some intensive caseloads that 
are paid for out of the AB 90 program that are in the SO's at this 
point, but that's a subsidy program. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: How many times do you see the 
individuals on an average basis ••• (Inaudible). 
MR. SCHUMACHER: The average basis, we are lucky if we can 
see them a couple of times a month. The concept paper that I've passed 
out is simply one way of looking at a comprehensive correctional subsidy 
program. It simply feeds the thought -- what we would like to ask of 
your committee, is before the start of this legislative year, that we 
have the opportunity to present to you some ideas on a partnership 
that would involve local and State corrections in looking at this 
whole arena that we are involved in. Obviously, you know that in 
the local level, we run institutions, the State runs institutions. 
We supervise people on the street -- the State supervises people on 
the street. We think that there are ways that we might suggest to 
all of you, where the State could share the burden, since we really 
do have the majority of the cases in California, and we would like 
to have that opportunity at some later date, to present some 
concrete proposals to you. As I mentioned, the concept you have in 
front now is that we want ideas and I'll rest with that. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: You will be submitting that 
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proposal to us so that we can have that in written form? 
MR. SCHUMACHER: Yes, we certainly hope that we would have 
that opportunity. It is the number one legislative priority for next 
year, and we will be working over the next few months to try and come 
up with some concrete ideas and proposals. The one you have in front 
of you talks about an idea; the basic concepts and ideas are in there 
but we have to do a lot more work in refining -- that's simply one 
idea of many. 
I would like to have the opportunity for 60 seconds to 
introduce Jerry Hill, the Chief Probation Officer of San Bernardino 
County, who also would like to take a couple of moments and speak on 
the probation effectiveness. He has some statistics that deal with 
San Bernardino County, I gave you some Orange ... 
(Multiple voices) 
MR. JERRY HILL: Good morning, Jerry Hill of San Bernardino 
County. I'd like not to wear out our welcome here, but I would like to 
respond to some of the questions you have raised this morning. In 
terms of probation success, early in the 1970's there was a number 
of studies which attempted to prove with the "nothing works" concept. 
I think it's important to keep in mind that that's basically part of 
the justice model and in part, the height of success was, giving the 
justice model, the criminal justice system, the responsibility of 
reducing crime and delinquency. And I'd like to point out that that 
system was designed to treat the symptoms of crime and delinquency, 
and not go beyond the scope and resources of authority in the criminal 
justice system to reduce crime and delinquency. What it does do, 
however, is to treat the symptoms of crime and delinquen9y very 





indicated that 78% of those persons placed on probation from the 
superior courts satisfactorily completed their probationary period. 
Two years later, 80% of those cases had not been convicted of 
subsequent offenses, either felonies or misdemeanors. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Let me interrupt you at that point simply 
to ask for some comparative figures between those people who are 
released without probation or some type of a test, a controlled test, 
to compare with the probation figures that you have • 
MR. HILL: You are thinking that we are into that and doing 
nothing ••. (Inaudible). I confess I don't have those figures-- I'm 
looking at the other side of that prospective -- going back to one 
of the earlier questions you did ask, was the difference between 
probation success and punishment. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE : Okay. 
MR. HILL: Those persons given straight jail sentences 
without any supervisory probation, have an average of violation rate 
of about 45% returning to custody. Those persons being released 
from state correctional institutions average a violation rate of 55 
to 65% the first year of release. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: I assume also you have to analyze that 
with the comparative· severity of the initial offense in mind and that 
the more severe offender is more likely to end up in the more stringent 
first state prison, ~ounty jail was the second and probation is the 
third. But wouldn't you expect a higher degree of recidivism? 
MR. HILL: Well, there have been some studies that indicated 
that -- particularly where there was lack of local professional 
resources which over time tends to result in increased commitment to 
state correctional institutions. When you do studies between those 
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two, essentially, you find no difference. Those persons can be placed 
on probation at the local level, ranging with success rates of 75 to 
80% for one-tenth of the cost. 
I'd like to go back to the issue of risk. You were asking 
about high risk. One of the terms that we use in high risk, is the 
prediction of the person's likelihood to recommit an offense. Obviously, 
in terms of selecting offenders, and probation officers only recommend 
this to disposition, but the courts, with a high degree of frequency 
follow probation officers' recommendations. I would say probation 
officers tend to recommend incarceration for those persons who are 
not good risks on probation. 
I'd like to go also to the issue of caseload status. As 
you heard the comments, caseloads of 100 to 150 to almost 300 for 
adults in Los Angeles County, I think they are atrocious. I think 
there are alternatives and in terms of some of the caseload sizes, 
the state parole for both adult and juvenile offenders in California 
have a caseload ratio of one to 50 and with the addition of intensive 
supervision in San Bernardino County since Proposition 13, we've 
moved to a classification system based on differential supervision, 
which includes intensive supervision of 35 cases for juvenile and 
45 for adults. We've used an intensive intervention (Inaudible) 
for a period of six months based on some other knowledge; we are 
averaging -- aur caseload status for your juvenile regular supervision 
is 70, and the regular supervision for adult offenders is 80. Our 
County established an extensive diversion program in 1973; essentially, 
San Bernardino County has maintained a good level of services. In 
the past three years since Proposition 13, it's been one of the highest 
growth rate counties in California. Twenty-two percent probably in 
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four years. During the past three years with the maintenance of those 
programs and not just probation, but cooperation of the schools at 
least in the first, despite that population growth, we've experienced 
a 20% decrease in the filing of juvenile court petitions and a 22% 
decrease in juvenile relocation rates. Unfortunately, if something 
isn't done to maintain local corrections and anticipating the federal 
cuts which will have a direct impact on probation services within 
the next few years, we'll be confronted with the same kinds of problems . 
Thank you. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MOORE: Do you have any statistics regarding 
the frequency in which the court battles the probation officer's 
recommendations? 
MR. HILL: I don't have a current one. It's kind of interesting 
because those figures and the capability of keeping those statistics 
are diminished. I think interestingly enough ••• (Inaudible) and yet 
I think if you look at any of the studies that have been done in the 
past, and there are very few recent ones, would demonstrate that total 
reliance on the punishment model was ineffective. Could you ask that 
question again, please? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MOORE: Just what's the batting average of ... 
MR. HILL: In the course of the courts recommendations you 
can see it's 80% and sometimes as high as 90%. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MOORE: If the court follows the ..• what the 
probation officer recommends .•• (Inaudible). 
MR. HILL: And that's based -- very -- sometimes the courts 
are accused of perhaps rubberstamping the probation officer's report. 
I would submit that it's a very thorough and objective and professional 
analysis of the facts of the courts and the information regarding the 
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background of the offender and coming to a very logical conclusion. 
MR. BROWN: Thank you, Jerry, and thank you -- Chairman, 
thank you for your interest in this hearing and I'd like to offer 
the ongoing contributions of the entire association of our State 
and we .•• 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: We would welcome that and we appreciate 
very much your help and your confining your total testimony to 
seven minutes. 
MR. HILL: It's a raunchy group I can't control. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Mr. Fitzharris, you have ten seconds. 
Our next witness is Tim Fitzharris who we've all come to know and 
admire in his effective advocacy in Sacramento. He is the Executive 
Director of the California Probation, Parole and Correctional 
Association. We welcome· you to our hearing. 
MR. TIMOTHY FITZHARRIS: There are disadvantages in following 
five key probation officers and two employee organizations that despite 
formal testimony can be .•• (Inaudible) based on the admonition of the 
chair, but I do want to point out to you first of all that we have given 
the committee three important reports. I think you have two in front 
of you and the consultant has the other. We have just completed the 
one called Economic Strategies in Probation whic~, probably in greater 
detail than I am going to be able to present to you here, gives details 
on both problems, additional sources of funds, the effectiveness of 
supervision and so on and so forth. The other is on the Future of 
Probation in California and finally the impact of diminishing resources 
both here in California and out of State as well. So it might give 
you some perspective in terms of the whole problem. 
I will skip the remarks relative to the numbers of people 
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on probation and who does what, in terms of State and local level, and 
so on and so forth. There is an indication, not only in terms of 
supervision and in terms of investigation reports to the court, a lot 
of other things the Probation Department can do that hasn't been 
mentioned in the range of diversion, juvenile traffic hearings, 
juvenile intake, childrens' placement, child custody dispute arbitration, 
step parent adoptions, emancipation and guardianship investigations, 
county parole, half-way houses, work furlough, juvenile record sealing, 
victims witness services, school attendance review board support, so 
on and so forth. It's a whole range of things. When you talk about 
probation, we mainly think of supervision. The key to that -- you 
talk about leniency or whatever -- but they do a lot of things and 
it's very difficult to get a handle on all of those things and which 
things are more important than others. 
I do want to indicate to you throughout this testimony, that 
there is a very important link, some of it indicated in the relationship 
between police courts, probation, jails, and so on at local level and 
some vertically between the local level and the State level. 
For example, most of you being Southern Californians, know 
that the first year after Proposition 13, that the county, this county, 
Los Angeles County, .at one time I think one of us has indicated, that 
they actually threatened the state with actual closure of all the 
juvenile county camps. That didn't happen, of course, but if it had 
happened, it would have doubled Youth Authority, just like that and 
that's the kind of relationship between State and local corrections 
that is really critical to understand. Let me jump to the statements 
on Page three and I apologize for doing it this way. The committee 
members have the reports in their hands; there's some data in there 
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that might be helpful for you to see and ask questions about. In 1971, 
the President's report that Mr. Van de Kamp pointed to indicated and 
singled out that probation was the "brightest hope for corrections," 
after studying it for the whole two years prior to that. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: That was under the assumption of 35 people 
per probation officer, is that correct? 
MR. FITZHARRIS: Somewhere in the range of 35 to 50 in that 
range. On the other hand, they were increasingly under attack and 
you see, of course, in the Legislature bills that cut back on it and 
then on the local level you see the cuts that we've been talking 
about. And I mentioned in this testimony an OCJP survey immediately 
following the impact of Proposition 13 to see what statewide cuts 
were generally, and I won't go through that but you can indicate 
clearly that probation drops about 13% that first year, so they've 
come down about 13%. And you have had a lot of detail on that so 
I won't bore you with that further. 
Why the turn around from brightest hope to disproportionate 
cuts? There are a number of reasons for that of course. The public's 
fear of increasing crime, and a demand to crackdown, skepticism about 
the effects of rehabilitation. You mentioned the diminishing resources 
generally available to local government, a lack of specific mandates 
in the statutes that some people have referred to already. And 
generally a lack of public awareness. 
Now the second cutbacks have already been discussed and I 
won't do that except to give you -- I know you want a statewide 
perspective and let me indicate first of all there has been no survey 
other than the OCJP one, to tell actually what the State has 




that the first year following Proposition 13 was about 11% statewide. 
The second year was about eight percent, the third year about six 
percent, and this coming year about eight percent. Now that ranges 
as you've already been told from no cuts the first year for example, 
Fresno received no cuts, as a matter of fact gained a little bit, 
and Yuba had almost a 50% cut. So the ranges are significant. 
On Page 5 I gave you some supervision data with regard to 
pre and post caseloads. Now some of that has already been discussed 
individually by the counties but you can see on there the impact 
of pre-13 and now, caseload wise. And to illustrate what's already 
been testified to by individual counties, cuts in manpower were 
generally handled by attrition although in San Mateo, 40 people were 
lost the first year; in Alameda, 140 people were lost; San Diego and 
Los Angeles had people laid off subsequently. Again, we are 
guesstimating that· the number of probation officers in California 
today is approximately 6,500, down some 1,500 from 1978 levels. 
One of the not so obvious impacts of such losses is that 
many of the best personnel begin to leave for greener pastures and 
the morale and productivity of those remaining begins to drop. 
Another impact not so visible to the public is the loss of the 
non-mandated programs we have indicated, the support, the victim 
services, the loss of the counseling programs, volunteer programs, 
and so on. Such losses narrow the sentencing options available to 
the courts. The narrowing of options leads inevitably to extreme 
choices at either end. Prison disposition on the one hand, release 
without supervision or sanction on the other hand. We can lose the 
things in the middle -- the options available to the court. Such 
losses also seriously exasperate existing problems of timely and 
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adequate court reports, and appropriate supervision of and assistance 
to probationers. 
Okay, how serious is this then? An appropriate question for 
a citizen or legislator to ask is, "Do these cutbacks make any 
difference?" And I think that's the thrust of most of your questions 
so far. Now I'd like to approach it from a fiscal impact first. 
Probation is surely cheaper as indicated. Even those who would not 
concede that probation is effective in its impact on recidivism, 
generally agree that community supervision is cheap. The average cost 
of probation as we determined in California is about $425 per 
probationer per year, as contrasted, as you see with the $13,000 
per prisoner's cost at Department of Corrections, and the $22,000 
per ward for the Youth Authroity costs. And jail is about $35 per 
prisoner per day which is equally expensive. 
Now to give yourself perspective on that, we cross it out, 
what it would mean if five percent of the people now on probation in 
California were instead put in prison, for whatever reasons, we could 
change the laws, the judges get tougher, whatever -- public pressure 
or whatever. The cost as you can see from the table in back, and 
that's the last thing in the handout, Table 9, the cost if five percent 
of the people now on probation were put in prison would be an 
additional $65 million. It's very conservative data in terms of how 
I do that -- costs the prison at $9,000, Youth Authority at about 19 
so the figures are really low. It'd be $65 million impact on the 
state. You remember of course the Ways and Means Committee hearing on 
day burglaries and that cost, so it's very clear the impact between 
the state and locals. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Obviously the issue and I know you are 
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going to get to this but obviously the issue is how you compare that 
cost to the comparative risk factor to the community and I guess the 
issue there is on the ability to identify -- the process of identificatic 
knowing who's going to commit a crime and who isn't. I don't know how--
I've heard enough testimony over my three terms on this marvelous 
committee that I serve on that nobody -- we just don't know. 
MR. FITZHARRIS: Probably one of the most important questions 
to the local government is if when the Probation Departments went to 
the counties on these questions, said, "Gee, look at the prison costs 
we're going to impact." They said, "We don't care, it's not affecting 
us, it's affecting the State." So one of the things we tried to do 
then was say, "Okay, what if five percent of the people now on probation 
went to county jail and we're talking about a more serious offender, 
we'd send .to the county jail, and you could send them for a year but 
we use the figure of nine months and costing that out, statewide, it 
was an $85 million cost and again we're talking about housing, clothing 
and feeding, not building more additional cell space and so on. That 
kind of impact is really serious to the local decision maker and it 
really begins to indicate to you that relationship between probation 
and jail and how those things change in terms of sentencing decisions 
at the local level. Obviously, as the chairman indicates, the risk 
in probation is the chance of re-offense and that if we can identify 
more clea~ly then that's going to be a tremendous fiscal impact. I 
think some of the counties have already indicated that they are 
moving strongly in that area. 
And let me say that for the impact thing which is the next 
stage -- it's already been indicated but let me say it in this way: 
Probation is more flexible, and I have a couple of tables in the back 
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as well, for those who can be dealt with more safely in the community, 
it is a more flexible option, because while on probation the offender 
can make restitution, pay fines, pay the taxpayer's costs associated 
with the criminal justice system, pay taxes, get him family off 
welfare, pursue education and complete hours of community service, 
and so on and so on. And the handouts in the back -- there are three 
different ones -- one kind of shows the benefits and costs related 
to being in circulation; or being out of circulation and I think it's 
fair, because we talked about the costs being ... or those costs 
associated there. The next one is a handout which talks about who 
gains and who loses in terms of all across the top, the offender, 
the offender's family, the victims, the Probation Department, the 
taxpayer, and so on and then across the other access, the benefits 
and costs associated with release. The other table, just to give you 
a feel for the dynamics of a person in circulation, these are data 
from Texas, and so don't indicate California. But you can see in that 
picture of dollar signs there that in Texas in 1980 left $7 million 
in fines, $6 million in restitution, and $3 million in court costs. 
That can't be done in -- on the bottom line the dollar sign indicates 
that in Texas in that year, which is 1979, $62 million left in federal 
income taxes, 46 in social security taxes, and 92 million in State 
and local taxes. That's a pretty important impact that does not 
exist in the current situation. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MOORE: Do you have any statistics that 
relate to the cutbacks that probation sustained, kind of cutbacks 
that probation is sustaining to the risk factor? In other words, 
the more cutbacks that probation sustains, the ways and means 




with the people that are left ..• 
MR. FITZHARRIS: I think so. I have some figures, mainly 
from another State, because they are the only ones that have done 
that kind of research and this is a new thing in this work researcher 
experimental control kind of thing which would answer the question, 
also about doing nothing. We don't have that for California, 
unfortunately. We are doing that now. A hazard impact kind of study, 
we're just beginning to do that. I wish we had it for California 
or one county, but we don't. But we will be working with that and 
trying to indicate to you. What will be but, our gut feeling I think 
everybody feels so far is that it does have that kind of impact, 
particularly with those that you really want to concentrate on. Again, 
as I think Cecil Steppe indicated, all probation officers where they 
have a caseload of 50 or 150 are going to concentrate on those they 
really -- and you know from your personal experience -- really need 
the efforts and some are going to get banked in the caseload itself 
with reference to efforts extended and those are the folks and they 
are very hard to show that. One of the problems with showing impact 
of supervision as against no supe~vision or medium, minimum and 
maximum supervision caseloads is that the more you supervise the 
more violations you pick up which then shows more failure in terms 
of a general notion of recidivism, except that we should be rewording 
that. That's catching behavior before it actually manifests itself. 
And so we get hurt by being positive or being aggressive in the same 
time that's what we do, we we're getting hurt both ways. So ••. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MOORE: I see, that Catch 22 persusion. Let's 
take it a step further and I think that when you develop the hazards 
study, there has to be some correlation between what happens with law 
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enforcement agencies and judiciary systems in terms of who's left 
on probation. In essence is, your making recommendations for people 
to go to State prisons and of course there's no room for them in the 
prison and the court leaves them on probation, that makes them a 
high risk factor to begin with. Basically, someone from probation 
does not have anything to do with that. I think you have to look at 
how much the courts are turning down probation recommendations, tie 
that with the law enforcement agencies in terms of what's happening 
there and I think there ought to be some pattern in the whole system. 
Because what we are talking about is if probation is a or should be 
a crucial part of the criminal justice system and if that isn't 
... (Inaudible) ... then there must be things happening in the law 
enforcement system. 
MR. FITZHARRIS: Absolutely. I think you see it probably 
most demonstrated in the prison release decision prior to determinant 
sentencing -- you saw almost an overerowded release kind of a continued 
use in this program. I think most judges would say, you know, we're 
not making those decisions based on overcrowded prisons. The Youth 
Authority says it does impact why you would send somebody to a certain 
place, or why you use a county camp and so on. Those are part of --
you know there was -- the length of stay is going to be impacted and 
it does. The Youth Authority wants a stay and it talks about population, 
you know, the relationship to that. And if the length of stay is 
going to be short or long, the judges make different decisions about 
that depending upon what the parole boards do and so on. Or the 
same thing in county jails. We're not going to send them to a 
condition in juvenile hall that would be detrimental. So judges do 





The other point I think we need to make is that we don't 
think that a lot of these people ought to be on probation. Let me 
just turn you to, if you will for just a second, on this report on 
Page 38, just to give you a feeling for some of the people on this 
is on an intensive supervision caseload in Sacramento County, six 
probation officers, 225 cases. And this is the background of some 
of those folks. Now our reaction probably unanimously would be, 
why are those folks on probation? And there are a lot of reasons 
for that, might be plea bargaining, might be against recommendations 
of the Probation Department, or whatever reason, I think the point we're 
trying to make here is another place you're going to decide whether they 
ought to be on probation, but at the moment we're talking about, they 
are on probation and we want the resources and the time and the 
caseloads to deal with those folks. Those are serious folks. We're 
talking about 56% of those people in that caseload having a history 
of violence. We're concerned about that and that's what we're talking 
about and we want to be able to spend time with folks and stay on. 
Now, let me get to these -- you've already had a probation 
effectiveness data, that's a few pages ago. I will not repeat that 
because the Chief Probation Officer gave you ~ lot of detail. It's 
also in this statement. But I do want to refer to the Wisconsin study 
that I've mentioned and the previous speaker has mentioned. They 
did study probation in that state intensively and the details of that 
study are in the appendix of this report. I won't bore you with it 
but I did find that focusing on needs and risk factors, focusing on the 
small caseloads for the serious offender, they indeed did affect 
recidivism. In other words, dropped the recidivism rate for those 
kinds of folks in a controlled experimental process. Likewise, on 
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the other hand, they did find that there was some folks on the minimum 
supervision level that they didn't need to look at, didn't need to 
supervise, and they did just as well. So in other words, they could 
save costs in two places. One is they would save money in dropping 
recidivism of these violent offenders, likewise it would save supervision 
costs with these legal steps. Okay, so we crossed that out where 
Wisconsin and we found, and that's on Page 25 of this strategies 
report, that Wisconsin saved about $4.1 billion doing that. And if 
we could get that experience to hold up in California, and it may or 
may not, we think it would mean about $16 million to California. We 
could do a lot of intensive supervision for that. 
Let me get to the purpose of this hearing, and that is, 
legislative remedies, because that is what you are looking for. The 
Legislature has recently enacted several bills permitting the collection 
of user fees or cost of probation in the recent years. The three 
bills, one last year and two this year, and Mrs. Moore carried a bill 
that I think makes some significant changes in regard to both, the 
Legisiature's recognition of the importance of probation, clarifies 
its goals and requires notification of the courts and the Board of 
Supervisors in regard to the adequacy of the sources and what's 
mandated and not. There are new bills that create new mandates, 
some permit SB 90 claims, others don't. And finally the Legislature 
continues the AB 90 program, the county jutice subvention program 
and the Correctional Officers Training program, both these are 
critical to us. 
Other than creating more mandated programs which of course 
raises the SB 90 problem, I think that's the biggest thing you'll 





some of the things that have been suggested previously are just not 
realistic. Others may be. We want you to focus as the chief probation 
officers have already said, on the fundamental rethinking of the fiscal 
supports between State and local corrections. The situation cannot 
continue where 64% of the correctional dollar is spent on 19% of the 
correctional caseload at the State level and vice versa, only 36% is 
spent on the care of 80% of the correction caseload at the local level. 
This means that the State must give serious consideration to direct 
subvention of probation services. Now it can take a lot of forms; 
we're not suggesting what form here. Kansas pays a salary to the 
probation officer. Texas has a subvention probation service activity 
and the locals can pick certain kinds of things. But I'm not ... AB 90 
and they have to be discussed together obviously in a legislative 
hearing so we're talking about a direct relationship, between probation 
activities and the tate. We can't afford to wait until our prisons 
explode or are enjoined by federal court order and that's where we're 
headed as you know better than I do · in our discussions with the State 
Legislature. Time for solutions is running out. And we want to work 
with you on that on an on-going basis. If there is anything that we 
can do, we'll be happy to do that. Your consultant has the reports 
and the data there. We are working on this on an on-going basis. The 
report that you don't have and which was referred to is a report that's 
developing the strategy and the arguments and the rationale and the 
details of a more State funding base which we propose here. That 
would be out and available to you in about two weeks. So hopefully 
you'll have a fourth report from us as well. I would be pleased to 
answer any questions you have. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: This has been very comprehensive. 
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MR. FITZHARRIS: Thank you very much. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: That will wind up the morning's testimony. 
I would like to try to reconvene at 1 o'clock so that we'll be able 
to leave here by 3:30 this afternoon. We have five scheduled witnesses 
and one other person who has requested the opportunity to testify 
when we come back this afternoon. And with that we will recess until 
1 o'clock. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Recess and adjourn the hearing at 3:30 p.m. 
First let me make an announcement and that is that several people have 
requested that they have the ability to provide some input to the 
committee. Because we do have a tight schedule in the afternoon, we 
will only be able to have maybe a minute or two if somebody has a 
brief statement but I did suggest to the one person who wanted to 
submit material that he do so in writing. I'm pleased that William 
J. Toensing of Los Angeles has done that. If there are other people 
who would like to provide the committee with additional material for 
the record and expect that your statement will be anything other than 
a very abbreviated one, I would appreciate having a written statment. 
Mr. Toensing wrote something out over the lunch hour. I welcome it. 
We will review it and it will be included as a part of the hearing 
record and I thank you for it. 
We have six witnesses for the afternoon. One who is not 
on your printed agenda is Santa Monica Police Chief Jim Keane, who 
will be with us as his schedule permits. I will interrupt the 
schedule of witnesses to allow Chief Keane to testify right after 
whoever is testifying at that time. I won't interrupt anybody's 
testimony for him but I will present him as soon as practicable 




the Chairman of the Los Angeles County Delinquency Prevention . . 
Association and Executive Director of Project Heavy. We welcome you 
here Mr. Zimmerman. I am going to turn the gavel over to Assemblywoman 
LaFollette for your testimony for this part thereof and I will be back 
in a few minutes. Thank you. 
MR. MICHAEL ZIMMERMAN: Thank you Mr. Chairman, Assemblywoman 
LaFollette, it's a pleasure for us to be here this afternoon and to 
speak before your committee on the problems of the task of the Probation 
Department. The Delinquency Prevention Association of Los Angeles 
County is a countywide organization that represents 69 cities serving 
approximately 50,000 clients and families over the last five years 
while rendering such services as manpower, job training, job placement, 
counseling, recreation, and educational services to young people 
between the ages of eight all the way through 24. We have a wide 
range of program services that include prevention, diversion and work 
with hardcore gang members throughout the County of Los Angeles. Part 
of these programs hav~ become very innovative in nature and include 
working very directly with probat~on department officers in the court-
room, with juvenile court judges, with the public defenders and the 
district attorneys. 
Project Heavy once initiated a program through Judge Nebron 
of the Inglewood courthouse and now Judge Nebron is working for Sylmar 
courthouse with Project Heavy, San Fernando Valley, where staff are 
available to work very directly with the Probation Department and all 
members of the juvenile justice system. Obviously with the funding 
problems that exist, some of these projects are in jeopardy. Mr. Chavira 
who will be testifying later today on the issue of finance, has a very 
innovative idea that we think can work and which we do sponsor and 
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I'll let him speak to that issue later this afternoon. 
I want to let you and your committee know that the DPA is 
available to work very closely with the Probation Department, referring 
particularly to caseloads of 654's which there are approximately 3,000 
countywide. Those young people to our membership also serving the 
entire county. Since there are no Intercept offices any longer, some 
of our agencies are writing the police departments, screening, doing 
intake and assessment and making referral of these young people who 
are first time offenders or offenders for very lightweight offenses 
to social adjustment counseling programs. And more important than 
manpower projects, are the harder core type young people being dealt 
with through the courts as they should be and being locked up if 
necessary and deemed appropriate by the court. We are basically working 
with young people in their first or second time offender roles. So, 
representing the DPA today we wish to continue our cooperative effort 
with the Probation Department. 
We are saddened by the amount of cuts by the fact that 
their caseload is now 150 for young people up from 75 who would no 
longer have the close interface that we have had in the past because 
of these cuts, and it makes our job even more difficult. But we are 
a community resource. We are here to serve your community. We 
stretch from the South Bay area North into the San Fernando Valley 
and the Chatsworth-Woodland Hills areas. We go East clear into 
Pomona, down into South Central area of Compton and Watts in the 
heart of Los Angeles. Our programs are very diversified. We are 
here to work with them and we welcome the opportunity to increase 
our affiliation with probation and other members of the juvenile 
justice system. That concludes my presentation in the sake of time 
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and I'd be- glad to answer any questions you might have or be glad to 
speak with members of the staff after the hearing. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: Thank you Mike. I did want to 
call you earlier, yesterday, and I did miss you. I was glad you were 
going to be here. Some of the discussion today -- I don't believe 
you were here earlier, were you? 
MR. ZIMMERMAN: Just for a portion, not all of it. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: It centered around the value, 
not the fiscal value, but the intrinsic value of the program and if 
you had X number of dollars, how would you rate the probation program 
itself? As far as being effective in helping to prevent recurrence 
of criminal activities, especially at the juvenile level? 
MR. ZIMMERMAN: The Probation Department's task is very, 
very difficult and they should be applauded for all the effort that 
they put in to try and turn a young person around. For the dollar 
value, I think the Probation Department needs to continue and expand 
itself even beyond what it is to date, if at all possible. The 
officers that we work the closest with and the administrators have 
done very, very good work with the cases that they have had to work 
with. They are now operating more of a community by working with 
social service programs such as ours and working more closely with 
the juvenile justice officials inside the courtrooms and between 
us, between all of us, the public and the private sector and the 
business world, we can begin to turn around this crime epidemic and 
we're determined to do so with the full cooperation of all the leaders 
in the community including the public officials. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: Will you tell me about your 
funding? 
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MR. ZIMMERMAN: Our fundi~g at Project Heavy, San Fernando 
Valley, a year ago this time, was $2.8 million. It has now been cut 
to $1.3. All programs in the DPA have witnessed at least a 50% reduction 
in the allocation of funds at the local level, the state level, or 
the federal level. A majority of this being CETA funding as well as 
juvenile justice and delinquency prevention funding from LEA (Law 
Enforcement Assistance Administration) in Washington, D.C. It means 
that we serve fewer people, that we lay off more staff, and that more 
kids will be on the streets or in your homes at all hours of the day 
and night. It is a sad state of affairs. We have been forced to 
reorganize continually, but we are determined to remain in our 
communities and we will do so, even if it means sharing administrative 
qosts, consolidating in some way, a Project Heavy West and the Project 
Heavy Valley are looking at now to reduce administrative costs and 
to share what meager dollars there are between our communities. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: And you also do some of your 
own fundraising, don't you? 
MR. ZIMMERMAN: Yes, we do. We are involved in working on 
private fundraisers as well as working to solicit funding from 
private foundations and private business and that has become more 
and more important as each month goes by. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: Do you have any ideas what 
percentages from this, from private sources. 
MR. ZIMMERMAN: Very small, less than one percent. I would 
say that is delinquency prevention wise, so the entire county, 
approximately one percent of our funds. I'd say Project Heavy West 
has the best track-record in procuring funds from other institutions 
than the public sector, they have been very successful, and have 
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funded Run Away Program, and Stepping Stone, for the Beverly Hills 
Attorneys' wives. That program -- they've done some very good work 
that way, we can all learn from them. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: Thank you Mike, and I imagine 
you've available to talk to other communities that might be interested 
in putting together ..• 
MR. ZIMMERMAN: It would be my pleasure to do so. Thank 
you. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: Thank you. Mr. Jensen -- Henry 
Jensen. You're representing the L.A. City Schools Unified School 
District? 
MR. HENRY JENSEN: Yes. I didn't know if there would be 
two or twenty-two. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: Well, there will be three of 
us eventually. There are two of us. 
MR. JENSEN: Thank you for the opportunity to speak here. 
I'm representing Mr. Merle Tracy, who was contacted by Mel Levine 
to speak today for Los Angeles Unified Schools. Mr. Tracy is the 
Director of the Pupil Services and Attendance Branch of the Los 
Angeles City Schools, which is part of the division of Educational 
Support Services, about six branches in that division. And in this 
particular branch we have primarily a staff of counselors called 
Pupil Services and Attendance Counselors who are assigned to the 
various schools in the district. About 45 counselors that are 
funded by the regular school district budget, serving around 500 
schools. And in our work ..• 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: What did you say? 
MR. JENSEN: About 45. 
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ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: For 500 schools? 
MR. JENSEN: Yes. And in addition to that there are about 
100 counselors in this branch that are funded through categorical 
funds, which the schools themselves budget for either full time or 
parttime positions, which makes up a total staff of about 145. These 
counselors work intensively with young people who have serious 
attendance problems, serious behavior problems, serious school 
adjustment problems that are referred to them by the school administrators 
and school counselors, and psychologists and so on. They are a liaison 
to the home really, and the main people in the school district who do 
contact parents in their homes and consult in conference with parents 
about the student's problems. 
I mention this background because I think it's important 
for you to know what background I come from and what our perspective 
is. And we work constantly with probation officers, as well as other 
school personnel. The Probation Department programs and services 
have been characteristically utilized by school district personnel , 
including the administrators of the schools, the school counselors, 
pupil services and attendance staff that I just mentioned, security 
agents and other personnel in the schools, on a very extensive basis. 
However, in recent years and specifically in recent weeks, school 
district personnel have become very concerned about reductions in 
the probation programs, and the services that are available. And 
some of the major programs I have indicated on this outline that I've 
given to you, that we specifically interface with probation officers 
and other supervisors in connection with the problems of young people 
in our schools. 
One of the primary matters is connected with just simply 
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communicating, by communications by the school district personnel, 
such as, school administrators, when problems arise with young people 
who are on probation or young people who have been arrested on school 
campuses, or have been in violation of juvenile court orders. When 
0 they have become serious behavior problems on the school campus, or 
involving gang activities, or are in possession, use or sale of 
narcotics on the school campuses or becoming incorrigible with 
serious school behavior problems that can't be controlled by the 
school administrators. In those situations the school personnel 
attempt very strongly to make communication with the Probation 
Department personnel, particularly, when a young person is on probation. 
The problem is that many of our school personnel never know when a 
young person on our school campus is on probation. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: Why is that? 
MR. JENSEN: That's partly because of the caseload the 
probation officers have, that they can never get the time to even 
inform the schools that the young people under their care that 
are their clientele are actually on probation in that school. Another 
factor is they have such little time to make contact with those 
students, at the school or at their homes. So many of our school 
district personnel are not aware of many young people on the campuses 
that are actually on probation. There was a time when the Probation 
Department made the practice of sending lists of young people on 
probation to the high.· schools and junior highs in our district, which 
was extremely helpful at that time. But I don't know of lists that 
have gone to the schools for a number of years. Some individual 
probation officers do take the time to inform the school administrators 
that they have a certain number of young people on the campus and give 
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the school administrator the names. But that usually is simply not 
a department policy, but an individual probation officer who takes 
that upon himself to do so. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: There really isn't a department 
policy on that? I should think that would be quite crucial. 
MR. JENSEN: But it isn't happening. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: And then if we are going to talk 
about cooperation between schools and the Probation Department, and 
probation officers, well then I would assume that you would have to be 
at least aware of those things, you should be giving additional 
attention to ... 
MR. JENSEN: We are extremely concerned about that, we would 
like ... 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: It doesn't seem like too much to 
ask, I mean especially as far as a list is concerned. 
come on. 
MR. JENSEN: I can't answer for their policy, I wish I knew. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: I will ask somebody as they 
MR. JENSEN: What I'm speaking of is what is in practice 
at the present time, and what is in place as we see it. Second part 
of that, is that sometimes young people need to be referred to Probation 
Department from the schools because of what has happened, that they 
have been arrested for a crime that they've been involved in on the 
campus. Our security personnel are very anxious to reach the intake 
personnel from probation and that's become one of the major concerns 
with us, that the intake personnel has been reduced in the individual 
law enforcement divisions. 




of our concern is related to what we call School-Probation Liaison 
Program. There was a time when we had probation officers actually 
assigned to work part of their time in individual schools, and this 
liaison between school district and Probation Department we found 
extremely helpful. Then the probation officers who had probationers 
on the school campuses had a continuous opportunity to follow-up with 
them, and work with them, right at the school. The school personnel, 
of course, had the opportunity to interface with them concerning young 
people's problems at the school, and to make plans for young people 
who were in trouble; had caused campus disruption and the like. That 
program has pretty well been wiped out. We did even have a Community 
Resource Center Program in one part of our school district, a very 
small part, a few years ago where a~ office was provided for a probation 
officer to have a desk and all right at the school along with a Pupil 
Services and Attendance Counselor from our branch, and a person from 
the Welfare Department was also housed there, and one or two of the 
community agencies in the neighborhood had a desk at that school. We 
found the resource centers to be a most effective and extremely 
valuable program, not only for that school, but for surrounding schools, 
the elementary schools around that particular school and the high 
school nearby -- who happened to be located in a junior high, this 
resource center that I'm speaking of. And that program, of course, 
has gone by the way several years ago. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: That is gone by the wayside 
because you've had no one assigned to staff that? 
MR. JENSEN: That's correct, to staff it. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: Is there any -- of course I know 
also that schools are having their problems with money, too. 
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MR. JENSEN: Very much. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: There is a ... there would be no 
one who would be appropriate from the school district to staff such 
a program? 
MR. JENSEN: The most appropriate person is from our own 
branch, Pupil Services and Attendance Branch, and I indicated how 
limited our own staff is. We do have just at the moment a program 
that the Probation Department is developing and I believe is in 
place or just about to be put in place in four high schools campuses, 
called a Crime Reduction or Crime Supression Unit. And in that 
particular program there will be probation officers assigned to four 
high school campuses in the inner city of Los Angeles. We feel that's 
going to be a very useful program, because there are four schools where 
there's major problems with crime on the school campus, and major 
problems of gang activities, possession of narcotics, and the like. 
As I mentioned it's just about to be put in place or may have been so 
in the last week or two. 
Another thing that is of great concern is indicated on Item 
3, the after-care probation for camp returnees. We have a tremendous 
number of young people who've been in the probation camps that return 
to our schools each year, because they have been released from the 
probation camps. The reduction in the after-care probation program 
has seriously infringed on the young people being enrolled properly 
in our schools. The school district has an obligation to see that they 
are enrolled when they come back into the community. But the school 
personnel are often very reluctant to enroll some of these young 
people in the same school that they once were when they had their 
problems before going to camp. And these school administrators, 
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therefore, are very concerned about what their adjustment has been 
like in camp, what their school history has been like, what their 
grades and, etc., have been at the school camp. And many times we 
have great difficulty in securing those transcripts, and securing the 
social adjustment reports that might help administrators make a 
proper kind of program available for these young people. Normally, 
in the past, we've received the kind of information from the camps 
ahead of time, before these young people have been released, and we 
have that information in our department to give to the schools. Our 
PSA counselors have been able to work directly with the after-care 
probation people to see that the best kind of program is developed 
for the young people as they come back to our schools. Sometimes 
this means transferring from their home school to another school, to 
make· a new start for them. Sometimes it involves developing a 
specialized program that will help them follow-up on the adjustment 
that they have made in camp. These things have become very very difficul 
because of the lack of after-care at this point. And we're very 
concerned too, because there is a lack of follow-up, with these 
young people that have come back from camps. And many, many times 
they are the ones who cause real serious campus disruptions and get 
involved in criminal activities on the campuses, or gang activities, 
and so on, that just .prepetuate their problems and the schools problems, 
too. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: Whose responsibility is it to 
provide the after-care follow-up? 
MR. JENSEN: There has been a regular after-care unit with 
probation, up until just recently. And we're hearing that has been 
completely wiped out, now, with the cuts that have come. So the 
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young people coming back from camp will be no longer assigned to a 
special unit, but rather to the regular probation officer's caseload. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: I see, this was a special unit, 
it was not the regular probation ••• 
MR. JENSEN: Yes, it was called the After-care Probation 
Department of Unit or Division. As I've indicated earlier, another 
great concern we have is related to intercept officers who have been 
very, very useful, where they have been in place in various law 
enforcement's division officers. Because school personnel have been 
able to call upon those people for the detention of arrestees when 
young people are arrested on our school campuses, sometimes to assist 
in relation to crisis intervention, particularly with young people who 
are already on probation. In addition some young people who are 
delinquency-prone students have been referred to these intake detention 
control personnel, and through an investigation under the Welfare and 
Institutions Code 652, they've been placed on informal probation and 
this has become effective and helpful for students that have a six-month 
probationary period in this 654 setting. That is no longer available 
and school personnel feel frustrated at this point that there is no 
one to turn to with young people that are on the verge of getting into 
all kinds of criminal activities, and there is no one to really help 
out, no one to give advice, and counsel from the Probation Department, 
from the, you might say the juvenile justice standpoint. 
Another part of the program in our particular branch, we 
had about six, I believe it's seven now, PSA Counselors that are 
assigned to what we call Operation Stay-In-School Centers, which are 
truancy reduction centers. They are located in various part of the 
city, they are operated in cooperation with the Los Angeles Police 
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Department, and the Los Angeles County Sheriff's Department. And 
young people who are picked up on the streets during the day, suspected 
of being truant from school are brought to these reduction -- truancy 
reduction centers, or we call them Operation Stay-In-School Centers. 
The counselors at these centers work with these young people to find 
out if they're really enrolled in school, and if they are, work with 
the school personnel to see if there is any need for change of program, 
or development of something special for them, since they are out on 
the streets as truant. They're also obligated to contact the parents 
and get the parents to come to these centers and return these young 
people to school. This involves counseling with the students, consulta-
tion with the parents, consultation with the school personnel. I 
mention that program because often times the counselors working in the 
Operations Stay-In-School Centers have been able to call upon the 
intercept officers in the police stations and work with them with 
young people who have been found on the streets, and are already on 
probation, or possibly need to have some investigation made of their 
present welfare and their present activities. So this is now not 
going to be possible for those people on the Operation Stay-In-School 
Centers. 
Last of al~ I'll just mention the School Attendance Review 
Board, because the Probation Department representatives on the local 
school attendance review boards have been a vital factor in the success 
of those boards, since 1975, when those boards were established under 
the state law. And it is my understanding, now that the Probation 
Department has made a definite decision and directive to their offices 
that there will not be staff provided for the local School Attendance 
Review Boards, beginning this year. We feel this is going to hamper 
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the effectiveness of the School Attendance Review Boards, because in 
those Boards the perspective, the viewpoint of juvenile justice comes 
through from the Probation Department. They provide a liaison to the 
District Attorney's office, and the juvenile courts when the Board 
decides that a petition must be requested for a student. They also 
are very valuable in developing effective community resources for 
diverting students and their families from the juvenile justice system, 
when these young people come to the attention of the School Attendance 
Review Boards. These are some of the major concerns that we have, 
these five areas, in relation to reduction of programs and staff with 
the Probation Department. They don't cover all the concerns that 
school personnel have by any means, but I thought if we get at some of 
the major things today, that you could understand what our concerns 
are, it would be helpful. Any questions -- I'll be glad to answer 
them. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: Yes, I'd just like to ask you 
about the School Attendance Review Board. Do parents sit on those 
review boards? 
MR. JENSEN: Yes, we have parent representatives on -- they 
are not mandated by law on the local boards, but we have them anyway. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: I asked a question earlier, 
someone in the Probation Department, of the relationship and the 
cooperation between the school district and the Probation Department and 
I was sort of led to believe that there was quite a bit of cooperation 
and involvement. Looking at this, it looks like there isn't much 
left. Is there anything left, really? 
MR. JENSEN: Yes, there's still cooperation going on, and 
we seek it all the time. And the Deputy Probation Officers seek 
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that cooperation, too. Our concern is that the limitations put on 
them make it much more difficult. As I mentioned, we don't even 
know when some young people are on probation. The second real problem 
is contacting the probation officer when we do find out or we do 
suspect a young person is on probation. Because of their extremely 
busy schedule, it's many times very difficult to get ahead of the 
probation officer, and that becomes a real essential matter when there 
is a crisis going on the school campus, to try to get ahold of the 
person responsible in the Probation Department. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: If you had a certain number of 
dollars to spend on this problem, what would be your top priority? 
MR. JENSEN: In relation to probation? I think top priority 
I think I can speak for the school district -- would be to have 
probation officers as a liaison right on school campuses. Particularly 
the high schools; junior highs also. That would be my top priority, 
and I think I can speak for the school district along that line. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: Do you have any idea as to an 
estimate or an average number of students that are on probation per 
school? I'm talking about Los Angeles. 
MR. JENSEN: In our innercity schools, I would think that 
there may be as many as 500 on some campuses on probation. I'm 
guessing, of course, but I'm thinking that's fairly accurate. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: Now when you talk about having a 
probation officer on school grounds, are you talking about everyday, 
a week, once a week? 
MR. JENSEN: Any amount would be helpful, you know. An hour 
or two a day would be helpful. This is what Probation Department 
developed, as I mentioned in their liaison program a few years ago. 
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That some probation officers were available on the schools one day 
a week for all morning, or one day a week for all afternoon, or in 
some of the schools where the number of probationers was very extensive, 
it might be two days a week, or an afternoon, or for a morning -- so 
it's part of their caseload. Some of these officers were on a number 
of school campuses in the area in which their office serves, and it 
was a real major deterent in school crime. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: Thank you very much Mr. Jensen. 
MR. JENSEN: You are welcome. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETE: Thank you for being here, and if 
you could leave us one more copy of .•. 
MR. JENSEN: Thanks forthe opportunity. I'll leave you as 
many as you like. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETE: Chief of Police James Keane, Santa 
Monice Police, thank you for being with us. 
MR. JAMES KEANE: Thank you for asking. I'm here to support 
additional funding for the Probation Department. My remarks will be 
brief. I have two main concerns -- when we arrest somebody and they 
are put through the judicial process and get convicted, either they 
go on probation or they go in a prison, jail, or some sort of custodial 
institution. Because the custody facilities are overtaxed, the majority 
are being put on probation. And under the present system without 
much supervision -- because of the lack of probation officers -- that 
has direct correlation to my problems in my city. We're going to have 
additional crime because of that. We're going to have additional 
problems, additional call for services, just because these people are 
not being provided with close enough monitoring of their activities and 
supervision. It's too early to tell the impact, but I can prophesize 
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it will be a very large impact. 
The other area of the ·Probation Department with which I'm 
particularly concerned is the ending of their Intercept Program. 
Essentially, Intercept Program is the people that we used to contact 
at all hours of the night, seven days a week, to place people in 
various institutions. We don't have that factor now. They were 
considered really the interface between the Police Department and the 
Probation Department. When we had problems of placing somebody in 
some type of home or institution, they would be the ones to call, and 
they would be available at all times. Now that we don't they don't 
have that program, we're having our police officers drive around L.A. 
County at all hours of the night trying to get them into some home or 
in the juvenile hall or whatever, and it is taxing our manpower. So 
those are the two areas of my main concern regarding the Probation 
Department. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: If you were to devise a probation 
program for juveniles, what would you feel would be the optimum as 
far as the number of visits, caseloads? 
MR. KEANE: I would say on a felony juvenile, I would like 
to see weekly contacts, checking up on whether they are working, or 
they are in school, or whatever. I don't know the number of contacts 
now, but what I'm reading is it's every six months or some ridiculous 
number like that, which is not acceptable. These are the young boys 
that are burglarizing homes in the city at this very minute, because 
of this lack of supervision. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Chief Keane, we very much appreciate, 
particularly on such short notice, your coming and testifying today. 
I'm sorry I wasn't here for the beginning of your testimony. You 
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may have responded to this already, but one of the things that I've 
wanted to hear from you-- I'd like to ask you, and if you have 
responded already, forgive me. If you could outline just in general 
what your expectations or desires would be from probation, and then 
analyize how adequately those expectations are being met. I would 
appreciate your doing that for me. 
MR. KEANE: I look upon a number one role as deciding and 
looking into an arrested person's background to decide whether they 
should be incarcerated or whether there is hope or that they can provide 
some kind of expertise counseling work or whatever. And that's the 
$64 question in my mind. Is there a possibility of making them a 
plus to society that's the number one role. And your second question? 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: How well are they doing that job? 
MR. KEANE: Well, they were doing a great job up until a 
few months ago. I alluded to the Intercept Program before, I think 
you will always find disagreement in some areas. Police officers, 
by their very nature, would like everybody to go to jail, and probation 
officers have more of a worldly look, if I might say, and there is a 
difference of opinion. But I feel that the Project Intercept was 
probably the number one step they have ever taken to sort of provide 
an interface treatment to agencies, and I've heard nothing but good 
things. That's a point where they help us at 3:00 a.m. in the morning, 
of where somebody goes. At the present time we have a hard time 
placing them because we don't have their assistance. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Are there any specific things that you 
would recommend that do not involve dollars and cents, that could be 
done to improve the situation in the immediate future? 
MR. KEANE: I may not be answering this directly, but I've 
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got a thought. I'm told the L.A. County Supervisors allot dollars 
by ca.seload. I've talked to peo'ple in probation saying why don't 
you have more summary probations and less formal probations, and 
really zero in on the hardcore cases. And I'm told that that doesn't 
work in county government. I'm told that you've got to come up with 
number to ... they don't even like a probation officer with twenty 
caseloads, even though they're probably the most twenty horrendous 
ones in the county. And it would be well worthwhile -- they like to 
play the numbers game in county budgetary factors. And I would like 
to see a little more of providing the Probation Department with funds 
and let them administer it, and not get involved in the statistics 
game, which I understand the supervisors do. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: If that was done do you have any reason 
to believe that the numbers would be altered significantly, or that ... 
MR. KEANE: It would be my hope that the summary probationers, 
the ones that shoplift once or twice, would be allowed not to come in 
as often, and the real chronic cases, the real criminal types, the 
fugitives would get double or triple their counseling and their care. 
And I think it would have a good effect on the crime rate, if they 
could put emphasis in that area. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: I'd like to know what are you 
classifying as real chronic, real chronic? 
MR. KEANE: Well, the violent without a doubt. One time if 
some - sixteen year old boy bashes some seventy-year old woman's head 
in to steal a purse, I'd say that's chronic. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETE: Tell me why he is on probation? 
MR. KEANE: Lack of facilities. There's not enough beds 
for all the "bad" people. And that's being addressed on the state 
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level and I think maybe we will have the answers in five years. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: In five years? 
MR. KEANE: Well, that's how long it takes to build those 
facilities. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: Is there any alternative for 
these people? Besides probation? 
MR. KEANE: You've got three alternatives. You've got 
prison, you've got probation, or you've got nothing. And I think 
with the lack of proper budgeting, the Probation Department is leaning 
towards nothing. And it's going to have an adverse effect on all of 
us. But what the Probation Department has not done a good job in is 
public relations over the years. Most people don't really know what 
they do and I really think they better get out there and get involved 
in telling the community what exactly they do. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN LAFOLLETTE: There's too much publicity -- or 
I shouldn't say this ~~toomuch publicity, but there's always ample 
publicity when someone on probation breaks the rules and laws again. 
And this is what the public is aware of rather than the good that 
might be accomplished, or is being accomplished. 
MR. KEANE: I'm sure mistakes are made, but I'm sure part 
of their decision-making process is part of a process of there's no 
place to put them. There are not enough beds. I think I saw Pearl 
West out there. I'm sure she can expound on that, in the CYA. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: One of the issues that obviously -- one 
of the underlying issues with all of these budget cuts here is that 
politicians are making judgments as to where they are going to cut, as 
we all know, we, whether on the State level or the politician on the 
county level, is going to cut less when there is more political 
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pressure against making a cut in a particular area. Obviously one of 
the factors which cause a disproportionate dollar amount or at least 
percentage amount in cuts in probation, whether the politicians 
are Republicans or Democrats or local or State, is that there is a 
greater public pressure not to cut other components of the criminal 
justice system than there is to cut this component of the criminal 
justice system. I take it your testimony at least infers, if it 
• doesn't expressly state, that by cutting this component of the criminal 
justice system we are neglecting a significant area in that system and 
a significant link in that system and acting in a manner which is 
likely to increase costs. 
MR. KEANE: I couldn't have said it any better. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: We appreciate very very much your being 
here. If I had been here to introduce you when you arrived I would 
have stated publicly and I will now, as the Police Chief of one of 
the two cities that I represent, I have developed a great respect for 
the work that you do and for your department and the leadership that 
you give us and I am grateful to you not only for that but also for 
coming on almost no notice and testifying before this subcommittee 
today. 
Our next witness is Superior Court Judge Richard Byrne. 
Judge Byrne is the supervising judge with the juvenile court of the 
Los Angeles County Superior Court. Welcome Judge Byrne. 
JUDGE RICHARD BYRNE: Thank you. Thank you very much. 
It's a product, my beard, of my summer, at least a week during the 
D summer with the Boy Scouts at Catalina. I don't know whether I'll 
keep it or not. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Did they all grow beards? 
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JUDGE BYRNE: Most of them didn't but there were a few Eagle 
Scouts that tried. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Very interesting but most of them I'm 
sure didn't have the gray tinge. That was all important. 
JUDGE BYRNE: It's real hard to get that in every morning. 
I'm here to address the subcommittee on the role of probation in the 
juvenile justice system principally. Probation is not only important 
to the juvenile justice system but is absolutely indispensable. Yet 
unlike the adult system, probation plays a central role and I'm certain 
that that has been brought out by other people who have testified 
here this morning. But the role involves intake, diversion, investigation, 
the filings of 601 petitions, the referral of 602 petitions to the 
District Attorney, it involves detention and the question of whether 
to detain or not; it involves the maintenance and control of the 
detention facility, the juvenile hall, it involves the fitness hearings, 
the adjudication, disposition hearings, supervision, if the minor is 
placed on probation, or has any dispositional alternatives short of 
the California Youth Authority. But the Probation Department runs the 
programs, runs the camps, writes the reports upon which the court 
relies as doing what it's going to do. In fact it does just about 
everything. 
If you cut probation, you cut the heart out of the juvenile 
justice system. And that's not an overstatement. In Los Angeles County 
the Probation Department has sustained serious cuts and is justifiably 
demoralized at this point. I'm here to speak on behalf of -- for 
the somewhat frustrated and demoralized judiciary, juvenile judiciary. 
The court, I believe, is doing its job as best it can. The cases that 
I file get to court quickly, we conduct our adjudications to detain 
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minors within 15 judicial days, the non-detained cases once they do 
get to court are handled pretty quickly. We're current. And that 
is quite an accomplishment when you talk about caseloads in judicial 
systems and if we could stop at that, then I guess we could with some 
pride say we're doing a good job. But we have to rely upon the 
Probation Department to bring in the cases and to carry out the 
dispositional orders, and to do the various other things that I just 
mentioned. We have to have confidence in probation and if we don't 
have a certain level of confidence, and that's not maintained, then 
the entire system suffers. 
An example: we will see a minor who can make it home on 
probation, if he has the proper kind of supervision. If you feel 
there is going to be some supervision, but if there isn't going to 
be that supervision, then we don't want to run the risk. Now there's 
a good case of keeping a minor in the community if you can be assured 
that conditions of probation that are imposed are going to be enforced. 
Any deviation from those conditions will be brought to the attention 
of the court and the court may act upon any to supplement a decision. 
But if we don't feel that he's going to be properly supervised, then 
we start looking for other alternatives and those other alternatives 
are basically removal from the home and placement elsewhere, either in 
a suitable placement or in a camp,· a county camp, or by commitment 
to the California Youth Authority. 
Now on a purely practical matter, purely practical basis, these 
other dispositional alternatives are very costly. It costs a lot more 
to send a minor to camp than it does to have a probation officer 
supervise and there's also more risk of adverse consequences for the 
minor, if he used to associate with others who were inclined along the 
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same path of delinquency, then he's taken and is brought into court. 
With a caseload of 150 it's really doubtful that a minor will receive 
very much supervision if the court makes the home on probation or 
whatever. We had our doubts when the caseload was 75 and a lot of 
complaints. But with 150 I think you're talking about maybe some 
supervision or some more serious minors on the caseload and maybe a 
telephone call as to the rest, if that. 
The principal problem I'm sure has been gone into in great 
detail is the lack of funding and this isn't going to go away. That's 
~ a given and in -- we talk about -- the last speaker talked about the 
need for better public relations by the Probation Department. The 
community has to recognize the importance of probation to the effective 
operation of the entire system and certainly to the juvenile justice 
system, and to give them proper priority. 
Probation will have to change, though, to some extent to 
respond to the demands of society. We may not have been doing things 
exactly the way that we should have been doing things. There will 
have to be innovations, there'd have to be shifts like there are in 
any kind of system. But the changes that are made should be improve-
ments in the way the system operates if we want to control crime and 
in particular juvenile crime. I suggest one change that I testified 
to before the Assembly Criminal Justice Committee. I know that Assembly-
woman Moorhead disagreed with me on this particular matter of Senate 
Bill 105. At present, every minor who is arrested must be referred 
to a Probation Department if a petition is to be filed in juvenile 
court, regardless of the offense. And the Probation Department must 
conduct a 652 investigation on every case so referred regardless of 
the offense. The purpose of the investigation basically is to determine 
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if some other kind of action other than the filing of the petition 
should be taken. That basically is diversion for 654 supervision. 
If the minor is detained then the case will move through 'the courts 
very quickly because there are stringent time requirements that are 
set forth in the code at the time the petition is filed, quickly, and 
the adjudication is to commence within 15 judicial days at the time 
the minor is first ordered to be detained. But if the minor is not 
I detained, even though the offense may be serious, should not all 
serious offenses result in minors being detained. There are different 
considerations for detention. Then the case must move along much 
more slowly. In fact, at the present time, that's one of the concerns 
that we have here in Los Angeles because of the confusion that exists 
in the Probation Department and the shuffling of personnel, there are, 
we know, a substantial number of cases that are being deferred, 
action upon those cases, is being deferred until the probation officer 
has time to get to them. Those are petitions, many of them, serious 
matters involving non-detained minors. The top priority is given to 
those minors who were detained. The others are put to one side and 
so you may have a 652 investigation that requires investigation under 
Section 652 of the Welfare and Institutions Code, under a law -- a 
month or two months or three months after the offense and that may 
result in a petition being filed. Now the minor may have come to the 
attention of the authorities inbetween and we may have a detained 
petition so we pick up two offenses on those, but it may not. Then 
he eventually gets a letter to come to court on a non-detained petition 
three or four months after the offense, a lot of the effectiveness of 
what the court can do is lost. Those matters are put to one side. 
There is a delay. That is the current situation in Los Angeles 
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right now. Thi~gs are piling up. We are checking with probation 
officers saying, please, get these matters filed, and we are holding 
on because we know that, hopefully, the time will come when some of 
those that are filed and the caseload of our courts will be increased 
dramatically. Now Senate Bill 105 has passed the Senate and is now 
pending before the Assembly Criminal Justice Committee. And it requires 
direct referral for certain serious cases to the District Attorney 
without the 652 investigation of a minor who in many cases will not 
be diverted on a 654 supervision. Secondly, those cases will not be 
delayed because the police agency will take them directly to the 
District Attorney rather than to the Probation Department, where they 
get bogged in. Now I believe this is a constructive change that does 
not go to the heart of the probation system. It's this kind of change 
that I feel others -- that I don't have in mind that the Probation 
Department should be considering because in this time, when finances 
are of great importance to the public, the Probation Department has to 
focus its energy upon those things where it can really make a difference, 
and not out to spend an inordinate amount of time on those things where 
what they do makes no difference. 
As I said the principle problem is lack of funding. The 
people in the community have the idea that probation is the easy way 
out. In the juvenile justice system that's certainly not the case. 
I've sat on criminal cases and that's not the case in most cases in 
which I sentenced someone or placed them on probation with time in 
county jail as a condition of probation and a suspended sentence with 
certain terms and conditions of probation being imposed. But that's 
not the general attitude of the public. The public, when they hear 
the word probation, considers that this is -- that somebody has 
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essentially escaped any consequences for the wrongful behavior in 
which they have been involved. The ·syst~ isn't perfect, certainly 
it's not going to improve if its funding is ·reduced. If we really 
want to have an impact upon juvenile crime, we should take whatever 
action is necessary to see that the Probation Department has the proper 
level of support; moral support and financial support. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Thank you very, very much. You have over 
the course of the time that I have been in the Legislature probably 
spent more time than any member of the judiciary trying to provide 
assistance to -- at least to the Assembly Criminal Justice Committee 
and we appreciate it very much. Do you have any questions? Thank you, 
Judge. 
Our next witness is Pearl West, the Director of the California 
Youth Authority and we welcome you Ms. West to Santa Monica City Hall. 
MS. PEARL WEST: Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. You 
certainly provided good weather in Santa Monica. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: We do that regularly. 
MS. WEST: I'm pleased to hear that and I really ducked out 
of the rain up North, you understand, this was a more considerate 
schedule than you may even have intended. 
For the record, I am indeed Pearl West, Director of Youth 
Authority, and Mr. Wood I know is well known to you, has passed out 
copies of the statement which I am about to present to you for your 
consideration and hopefully sharing with the rest of your committee. 
I do believe not only that I thank you that I know, but that this is 
an appropriate and certainly to me a welcomed opportunity to go on the 
record on this very important problem being considered by your sub-
committee on Criminal Justice Resources. In your request to me in 
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your letter, you asked me to discuss four issues. They are: First, 
the extent to which the California Youth Authority utilizes and/or 
coordinates with local probation services and programs and a brief 
description of the nature of this relationship~ Second, the importance 
and effectiveness of such programs in dealing with youthful offenders 
and their effect in reducing CYA commitments~ Third, the impact on 
CYA from severe reductions in the availability of local probation 
programs and services; Fourth, any suggestions or ideas that I might 
have for state action in legislation in response to the situation. 
In reviewing these four issues, I consider the first three 
to be in intrastated and connected to a high degree. Let me begin to 
address them by presenting some perspective on probation services 
in relation to the total correctional offender workload in the State 
of California. Approximately 280,000 offenders come under the 
jurisdiction of the Departments of Corrections, Youth Authority, 
County Probation Departments, and local sheriffs. County Probation 
Departments have had by far the largest responsibility for the 
correctional offender workload, handling approximately 210,000 
offenders (there is a pie chart demonstrating a great disproportion 
risk). Their correctional workload consists of a wide segment of 
services to the court directly, as well as maintaining institutional 
and community supervision programs for individuals under their 
jurisdiction and supervision. Whenever resources are reduced, services 
that do not have a direct relationship to the courts' functions are 
reduced correspondingly. These are services such as institutional 
and community supervision programs. It is the elimination or reduction 
of these two probation programs that bear a direct impact on state 




Clearly, Probation Departments are uniquely positioned in 
the correctional system to provide the first line offensive in dealing 
with the total offender population. When Probation Departments sustain 
even minor cutbacks, a link becomes broken in the systemwide chain of 
correctional services. Historically, this has meant that some other 
entity, usually the state, has had to pick up the slack. 
The Youth Authority has recognized this relationship for many 
years and has been charged by the Legislature over the past thirty-five 
years to administer a series of correctional cost-sharing subvention 
programs. Let me review them for you. In 1945, the Legislature 
enacted the first subsidy for the operation of county camps at $50 
per bed per month, which was later increased to $95. In 1957, a camp 
construction subsidy for $4,000 per bed was added. In 1965, the 
Legislature further established the state aid for probation services 
program, which paid counties $4,000 for special local supervision of 
each juvenile or adult. who would otherwise have been committed to 
state institutions. Then in 1978, the Legislature replaced these 
subsidies with the County Justice System Subvention Program. This 
program presently makes some $63 million available each year to the 
counties to assist them in improving local justice systems and to 
pay for certain state mandated costs related to status offenders, 
per Chapter 1076 of the Statutes of 1976. The Board of Supervisors 
then decides how these funds are spent with input from a county justice 
system advisory group. 
Each of these subventions reflects an awareness at the 
State level that the capacity of county probation departments to 
handle adult and juvenile offenders locally, directly relates to the 
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number of individuals committed to state institutions. Then in 1978, 
the Legislature replaced these subsidies with the County Justice 
System Subvention Program. This program presently makes some $63 million 
available each year to the counties to assist them in improving local 
justice systems and to pay for certain state mandated costs related to 
status offenders, per Chapter 1076 of the Statutes of 1976. The 
Board of Supervisors then decides how these funds are spent with input 
from a county justice system advisory group. 
Each of these subventions reflects an awareness at the state 
level that the capacity of county probation departments to handle adult 
and juvenile offenders locally, directly relates to the number of 
individuals committed to state institutions. These subventions reflect 
the recognition on the part of the State that we must rely on local 
probation in order to prevent the development of a massive State system 
to handle in excess a quarter of a million offenders should probation 
cease to exist. Both the State Aid to Probation Services and the 
county justice system subvention program have specific performance 
requirements for the counties to meet relative to commitments. 
Additionally, the committee should be aware that the average 
Youth Authority ward has already been committed to probation's juris-
diction and local incarceration about four times before, if you want 
to call it that, graduating to us. You can see why the Youth Authority 
would be very concerned about any drop in the level and quality of 
probation services. This would surely result in reduced supervision 
and services to local offenders and this would just as surely mean 
more individuals committed to state institutions -- institutions which 
are already acutely overcrowded. As you know, the institutions of the 
Department of Corrections, as well as those of the Youth Authority, are 
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both at 110 percent of their capacity. While today's heari~g is not 
directly concerned with overcrowdi~g at the State level, I must take 
this opportunity to make a related point. With overcrowding, it 
becomes increasingly necessary in our institutions to emphasize 
regimentation, control and security with far less possibility for my 
staff to interact with wards -- and such interaction is the key to 
the effectiveness of the Youth Authority's program. As the institution's 
t climate worsens in this manner, tensions escalate disproportionately 
faster than the actual increase in population. The result? A most 
volatile situation not only for us, but also the the Department of 
Corrections. 
By now, I am sure it must be clear to you why the Youth 
Authority is more concerned than ever about growing cutbacks for 
probation. This is a time of reduced resources in most human service 
areas. For probation ~nd for the local justice system, it is especially 
so. Consider these additional factors: 
- The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration at the 
federal level has been for the most part dismantled. 
Probation has always received a good share of the $50 
million in grant funds that LEAA had made available. 
- The block grant approach of President Reagan's will cause 
a competitive scramble for funds by local human service 
agencies. With less funds available, it is likely that 
probation will face budget cuts even in excess of what 
they have already received. 
- Inflation will continue to erode the dollars probation now 
has and is able to retain. 
- The public demand for longer and harsher penalties for 
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offenders will increase the cost of local corrections 
with more individuals being detained or incarcerated for 
longer period of time. 
- The State does not have the money to cover these increased 
costs. 
My Department has a real stake in what occurs with probation. 
We are part of the same justice system -- a system within which 
equilibrium must be maintained. What affects probation affects us. 
Related to this discussion is the issue of probation versus 
incarceration. While probation may not be a suitable alternative to 
jail or prison for many serious offenders, probation is cost effective, 
humane, and nationally successful, and is the most utilized sentencing 
alternative for less serious offenders. It has been proven over time. 
With state prisons, local jails, and juvenile halls already overcrowded 
to the point where many states are involved in litigation regarding 
conditions within their institutions including overcrowding, it just 
makes good sense to strengthen the role of probation supervision, not 
to let it be weakened! 
My recommendation is that less serious offenders be kept and 
worked with at the local level. This leaves state facilities to deal 
with the more serious offenders which counties can demonstrate they 
are no longer capable of handling. 
My further recommendation is, that when state institutions 
reach 106% capacity, that the administrations of those systems be 
permitted to order to parole up to 12% of selected property offenders 
who have served at least 90% of their time. 
One of the communications from this Committee asked me to 
address the possible need for a statewide standard for probation staffing. 
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Although probation in California is individualized and local 
in character, I believe this autonomy should not lead to appreciable 
differences in the quality and type of probation services from county 
to county. Children and adults in trouble, and citizens who need 
the protection of the courts, have the· right to expect the same minimum 
standard of service or protection regardless of geographical location. 
That is to say, that citizens should expect and receive the same 
level of service and protection regardless of whether the offender is 
under the jurisdiction of county probation or one of the state correc-
tional departments. When there are cutbacks in probation, those 
cutbacks generally occur in areas that deal with supervisory service 
levels to offenders, and is at least questionable cost saving if the 
counties put protection of the general public first. To help ensure 
that levels of service are not reduced at the local level, I urge that 
the legislature work toward the promulgation of minimum· s ·tand·ard·s of 
staffing, performance, and s·ervi·ce. 
Standards have been mandated by the State through the Department 
of Youth Authority for juvenile halls and camps operated by Probation 
Departments since 1970. While standards can occasionally be viewed 
in a negative light, I believe that counties have used the opportunity 
presented by Youth Authority enforcement of juvenile hall and camp 
standards to correct and plan appropriately and sometimes in advance 
programmatic and physical deficiencies on a routine and very timely 
basis. As a result, the maintenance o.f juvenile halls and camps has 
become a stable item in county budgets. There are, to my knowledge, 
no major court suits pending around the issue of the adequateness of 
these facilities; a very positive situation when compared with the 
condition of jails or prisons throughout the State and Nation, which 
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are in need of major renovation, remodeli~g, rebuilding, and replace-
ment which have been many times the scenes of tragic bloodshed. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MOORE: Given the recent cutbacks, do you know 
if any camps or juvenile hall facilities have been closed because they 
could not meet the standards established by ••. 
MS. WEST: They have not, but it has not been a completely 
smooth road. There have been threats to close them, even though they 
needed to be kept open and we have been in very close consultation, for 
example, with the County of Los Angeles on the recent opening of the 
Mira Lorna facility around the question of standards and adapting that 
facility to standards that were reasonable for juveniles. But no 
facility at this point has been closed at the county level. My inference 
clearly is that it is due to the fact that the state has mandated that 
the county must maintain those institutions at the county level. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MOORE: You said the institutions are mandated 
by the state at this point. Does that mean that we are giving them 
money? 
MS. WEST: No, it does not. It means that they are getting 
some money through subvention, but they are also actually scheduling 
and budgeting their own money in goodly proportion more than we give 
them. For example, as I mentioned, we give $95 now to county camps. 
Nobody can keep a juvenile in a camp for $95 a month at this point. 
The rest of that cost is going by the counties. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MOORE: I mean how, what is our role, our 
involvement at the state level with the camps? Are we just giving 
them a token sum or just what does the $95 represent? 
MS. WEST: Less and less, I'm sure. Without being facetious. 
I'm not sure that I can identify in fact I'm sure I cannot identify 
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precisely where each county puts each of those dollars. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MOORE: I guess what I'm really asking you is 
on what basis did we allocate $95? Why not $100, why not · $96, why 
not $90? 
MS. WEST: Well, I suppose it was like in the beginning. We 
felt that it was a proportionate share for the State and that was 
a raised amount from the original amount which was given to them but 
we have not raised it in many, many years. 
to be? 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MOORE: In what proportion? You don't know? 
MS. WEST: In what proportion •.• 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MOORE: In what proportion is the $95 alleged 
MS. WEST: Well, it seems to vary. What I can tell you is 
that when counties have to send juveniles to other counties if their 
facilities are overcrowded or verging on overcrowding, or when we have 
to place young people in c~unty institutions or in private institutions, 
the tab is apt to be from $1200 to $2000, so it really is indeed, at 
this point, a token. 
The factors of the problems of conditions in jails, prisons, 
and so forth, have resulted in the adoption of a whole series of 
national standards by the American Bar Association, in our Correctional 
Association and the National Association of Juvenile Family and Court 
Judges to name but a few of the most prominent professional organizations 
in the field. Traditionally, such recommended standards have been the 
blueprint for ensuing legislation. 
In California, standards for areas, such as field supervision 
of offenders, are presently not mandated by the State. Under Section 
1760.7 of the Welfare and Institutions Code, the Youth Authority has 
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permissive responsibility to establish standards for the performance 
of probation duties. However, this provision of the statute offers 
no guarantee of protection that minimum levels of probation department 
staffing and services, other than in juvenile institutions, are being 
adhered to by the various counties. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MOORE: Are there any reasons why you haven't 
established standards other than for facilities and detention halls? 
MS. WEST: Yes, there are some reasons. I'm not sure how 
many of them are defensible. 
ASSEMBLYWO~mN MOORE: I know. Would the administration be 
willing to support legislation that would do this? 
MS. WEST: I'm sure at this point if it costs money, the 
answer would be no. That doesn's mean we shouldn't be working at it 
and as a matter of fact we are looking at what we can best do 
cooperatively to help improve the services at the local level, because 
we believe firmly that more success is clearly obtained at the local 
level than can be attained in state institutions far from horne, at 
even greater costs. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: That's a good question and I'm intrigued 
by the answer, because I understood your testirnony ... the last few 
minutes of your testimony was clear support for those standa.rds. But 
the administration won't support it. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MOORE: Her point is that it costs money. 
MS. WEST: Right now SB 90 haunts us all. Were it not for 
SB 90 I think we might see something .•. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: l{hat is the thrust then of your testimony, 
if we need the standards that badly, but it's unlikely that we are 
going to get administration support for it, then where do we go? 
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MS. WEST: The thrust for my testimony is that standards 
have always started out as advisory, that thro~gh the interaction in 
California, for example, between the ·chief Probation Officers and the 
State, we've finally arrived at reasonable, physical standards. Other 
s~andards will certainly be worked out jointly, we are not going to 
dictate arbitrary standards. We feel that their standards should be 
higher than ours, and they have been thus far. So we move to the 
summary. Probation has played a critical and successful role in the 
continuing of correctional services across this State ever since it's 
inception in California in the early 1900's. If this part of the 
correctional system continues to sustain significant reduction, it 
may well mean that the offender workload will transfer to the State 
Department of Corrections, and/or the Department of Juvenile Authority. 
The State has a vested interest in the continuation of probation 
services, with success of probation in general. If probation goes 
into a major decline because of lack of local funding, a crisis 
situation in corrections in California would be created. If the 
public policy decision is weighed in favor of continuation of locally 
operated probation programs, including some continued state financial 
support, the mandatory standards of the minimum levels of staffing 
service and performance are in everybody's best interest. In summary, 
these are my responses to your four issues of inquiry. First, the 
California Youth Authority and County Probation have enjoyed a long, 
close, and unusually interdependent relationship. Secondly, counties 
handle three times as many offenders as the Department of Corrections 
and Youth Authority combined. Should Probation's ability to handle 
that percentage be curtailed, the impact on the State would be 
disastrous. There graduates already constitute the largest part of 
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our population. And finally, while the State considers itself a 
partner with local corrections and will continue to do everything it 
can to sustain its role and relation to local corrections, there are 
some very real fiscal limitations which we much recognize. Even 
though the State has tremendously increased local subsidies over the 
years, there are no more funds today to additionally supplement local 
programs, and the State's ability to enlarge it's correctional capacity 
is limited if, indeed, it is said to exist at all. My suggestions 
for actions are in the best interest of the State's taxpayers, as well 
as correctional end of our justice system, are based on history in 
California and elsewhere. They are (a) that we continue to look to 
standard-setting as an aid to strengthening probation and other parts 
of the correctional system as well; (b) should that and all else 
fail to stem the flow of criminals in State facilities, the new 
enabling act should permit limited administration population decompression 
in extreme circumstances. Either or both of these measures may be 
required to make it possible for our justice system to continue to 
function, even minimally, effectively. I really do appreciate the 
opportunity to address such a committee and will be happy to respond 
to any other questions. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: We appreciate your taking your time. This 
is very thoughtful testimony. Frankly, as I was listening to you, it 
seemed to me that one very short sentence of five words summarizes what 
virtually every other witness said here today, from outside of the 
probation system, and it's your sentence on Page 5, when you said, 
"what affects probation, affects us". That seems to be what the judges 
are saying, that seems to be what the police are saying, that seems 
to be what the schools are saying, that seems to be what every component 
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of the Criminal Justice and related systems are saying. And if there 
is any single message that I think comes out of today's hearing, it 
is summarized very tersely by you in that sentence. Not just for that, 
but the entire testimony that you've . given, we're very grateful to 
you. 
MS. WEST: Thank you sir. I was glad to have come. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: We have one other scheduled witness today, 
and we scheduled him for 3:00 p.m. Because of the brevity of the other 
witnesses, for which the Chairman is grateful, he is not quite here and 
we have a few minutes. I do know that one person requested the 
opportunity to testify from the audience, Commissioner Raymond A. 
Chavira. Commissioner Chavira, do you want to testify at this 
point and then we will have our final witness after you. If I could 
repeat the admonition that I have given to the scheduled witnesses, 
to you as well, of a brief testimony, I'd appreciate it. 
MR. RAYMOND A. CHAVIRA: Thank you sir. My name is Ray 
Chavira. I am Mike Antonivich's appointee to the Alcohol Commission 
of Los Angeles County. You may ask what is an appointee, a political 
appointee doing here, especia1ly from the Alcohol Commission. It is 
our view at the Alcohol Commission, which is the Advisory Board to 
the Board of Supervisors, that crime is definitely alcohol related in 
the majority of cases. Especially with respect to juveniles, especially 
since the fifteen to twenty-four year old age group is the prime 
recipient group, it is also the prime group involved in violent 
offenses, and it is also the group, I would think, that is America's 
future. 
The Commission, next Monday, will appoint me ad hoc Chairman 
of the Alcohol Excise Tax Committee, and I will refer to that shortly, 
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and also the Prevention Committee. Several speakers have alluded to 
the fact that there aren't any funds. Our point of view is there are 
funds. The Commission is on record in this County which administers 
40 percent of the alcohol programs in the State, an increased tax in 
alcohol is a funding source at the State .•• Mickey Mouse Alcoholic 
Excise Taxes. The Commission is also on record as asking the Board of 
Supervisors, conservative as they are, to request further ••• . (Inaudible) 
to consider raising federal excise taxes to accomplish the same 
purpose we would ask state taxes to be increased for -- namely for 
criminal justice operations and prevention, and alcohol prevention 
and treatment and rehabilitation. Federal excise taxes, f0r . your 
information, have not been raised since 1951. These taxes, incidentally, 
financed the Korean War. As small as California's taxes on alcohol 
are, federal taxes are not that much higher. For the record, sometime 
later this month there will be filed an alcohol usuer tax relief 
initiative. I happen to be secretary of that group. Such an initiative 
has never even been attempted in California, obviously it's never been 
successful. Win or lose, we think that this is one way of. getti~g our 
message out to the public, the very things that you have been discussing 
here, especially lack of funding. One reason probation finds itself 
part of the public unawareness is that you have something that should 
not be tolerated at state level any more, and that is an unelected 
Chief Probation Officer. We are talking about lack of PR and the 
unawareness of the public. If you had an elected Chief Probation 
Officer, at least once every four years, you might get some dialogue 
and accountability from those people who will be seeking that office. 
The Board of Supervisors can still control the funds, but at least 
the gentleman could do what John Van de Kamp did a while ago, speak, 
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even if he is speaking for a different field. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: I should indicate that the Chief Probation 
Officer is our next scheduled witness. 
MR. CHAVIRA: I'm glad to see that we do have a Chief 
Probation Officer on.ce again. As I see it, since 1975, when I returned 
to probation, that this Department has really gone down the tubes. 
Three years before Prop. 13 was the excuse that this Department was 
losing tremendous programs which was highly cost-effective, one of 
them has been mentioned, the School Liaison Program. Two things that 
I would urge you to look at in terms of legislation, one to refer to 
would be Section 236 of the Welfare and Institutions Code. This 
section very briefly allows probation departments to engage in activities 
designed to prevent juvenile delinquency and it is juvenile delinquency 
which is what you must address. Obviously, since the clause is in 
there, and there was no funding for it -- we can see what the problem 
has been. The School Attendance Review Board, which was mentioned by 
the school representative, has also been abolished. It's no wonder 
the Probation Department has chose not to participate in it anymore. 
Los Angeles County has ••• (Inaudible) in the system, and two staff 
persons at county schools that administer the programs. Most people 
don't want to be seen, they think it takes away from their high caseload 
as it is. But I must mention to you that the School Attendance Review 
Board has representatives from the Welfare Department, the Probation 
Departments, the School Attendance Department, and the County Attendance 
Department, that it ought to be activated into the •.. (Inaudible). 
Incidentally, it happens to be a form from legislation by, at that 
time, Senator Deukmejian. 
As a member of the Alcohol Commission, I can tell you that 
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the massive cost of alcohol misuse in this county is at least $257 
million. Earlier this year, I sent you copies of what you now have 
again before you, itemizing what the Chief Administrative Office of 
this county claim is the cost of alcohol misuse to L.A. County. Our 
Mickey Mouse Budget for alcohol abuse, prevention, and treatment 
happens to be $21 million. We bitterly reached three percent of the 
profit in this county. Barely one percent of our budget is devoted to 
prevention ... (Inaudible), but the reason we are going for a statewide 
initiative, other than the fact that the Legislature is not active, 
is that we can't afford to put all of our marbles into treatment any 
longer -- prevention has to be the thing for us. The very event that 
would probably cast great attention and pride upon this county in 
1984 ... the 1984 Olympics in this area would prove to be a gross 
embarrassment to whoever is President, to whoever is Governor, or 
whoever is mayor of this area. Because we don't think that 15-24, 
that we have not somehow or other allowed to get it together, or 
they haven't gotten it together, are mixing offender behavior in 
alcohol and other drugs to an extent that we didn't when we were younger. 
We haven't got time for prisons that take five years from day one, when 
1984 is just around the corner. If our effort to if you're up there 
in Sacramento and have the people to realize that alcohol relates to 
crime in the majority of cases that it saps the county and city budgets. 
I've met several times with Howard Jarvis -- Howard Jarvis is expected 
to come out four-story in favor of any earmarked proposals that desig-
nate alcohol excise taxes; the Criminal Justice operations in 
alcohol prevention and treatment and rehabilitation. Next week, 
October 15th, at 9:00 at the State Building downtown, there will be a 
statewide hearing on the three remaining two-year bills that have to 
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do with alcohol excise taxes~ Maxine Water's bill, Art Torres' bill, 
and Ms. Moorhead's bill. Incidentally, 1594, Ms. Moorhead's bill, is 
the funding proposal for the much-ballyhooed drunk driving bill that 
was signed last week by the Gover·nor. There is no funding in that 
drunk driving bill signed last week, we can all forget it if there is 
no passage of something significant in January or later on. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MOORE: Well, 1594 is not exactly the funding 
t mechanism for the drunk driving bill that was passed, it does provide 
funding for drug prevention programs, as you pointed out. I sit on 
the Revneue and Taxation Committee and we did have a hearing on that 
earlier this week, and as you pointed out we will be having a subsequent 
hearing. But let me come more directly to the point in terms of --
what role do you see for probation officers in prevention of alcoholic 
abuse with the new laws relating to drunk driving, the detention and 
some of the other provisions of the new law, is there a role for 
probation in that? 
MR. CHAVIRA: Yes there is very definitely. Probation 
officers, by their training and expertise and (Inaudible) are right 
on first base with respect to being the sorts of preceptor-investigators 
that is, if you mandated the person most logically fit in the law 
enforcement system to deal with drunk drivers in terms of investigations 
and recommendations. It's too bad that they don't do that more than 
they do now, but they ought to be mandated into that system. It's 
either that or let the private community do it, and perhaps they are 
expert in some cases, but we really expect that government would have 
their own say about drunk driving. 
ASSEMBLYWOMAN MOORE: Don't probation officers have specialized 
caseloads that address drunk drivers or alcohol abuse? 
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MR. CHAVIRA: If they ever did I don't think they're 
specialized for that anymore, I think they are just part of the 
whole frying pan. As a drunk driver myself, on certain occasions 
I would certainly hope that you would have a better system to deal 
with first-time offenders and that's where the probation officer 
could best come in, in dealing with a first time offender who is 
really ... (Inaudible) in the system to catch him very early, you 
wouldn't have to spend so many millions of dollars after the fact. 
I'm also here speaking as a minority person, because 
blacks and browns happen to supply essentially two-thirds of the 
criminal justice incarcerated population. We happen to drink an 
exorbitant amount of booze, more so than our fair share. And going 
back to the alcohol excise tax, the only reason I suppose that 
Howard Jarvis supportsit is that, not utilizing such a tax with 
criminal justice operations, takes a massive chunk out of the property 
tax which goes to county operations. Secondly, alcohol does relate 
to crime and other tax sources available to government and are no 
longer so available. It seems to me that the wise Governor or wise 
President would sieze upon a tax which involves only 15 percent of 
the drinkers buying 75 percent · of the booze. We have statistics and 
studies that show that, so it's not a general tax, the the Governor 
thought so at one time, it's a very special tax, but that special 
problem has affected all ·society. Granted it's a social lubricant 
but also something that's not quite pretty to a society who tends to 
endure it. Thank you. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Thank you very much. I appreciate your 
being willing to provide us with this testimony and it will be helpful 
to the subcommittee. Thank you. As I indicated we have one other 
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witness, unfortunately we had asked him to come a little later I'm 
told than I thought we would have some time, so what I've suggested 
is that we take a brief recess. And Kenneth Kirkpatrick who is the 
Chief Probation Officer of Los Angeles County, is apparently enroute. 
I would not like to adjourn the hearing until he has an opportunity to 
testify. So I would suggest that we take a brief recess, reconvene 
in about fifteen minutes, , and hopefully Mr. Kirkpatrick will be here 
at that time to wind up the hearing. He has arrived and I'm very 
pleased that he is here. Mr. Kenneth Kirkpatrick. 
MR. KENNETH KIRKPATRICK: I tho~ght I would have about a 
half hour of extra time to put this together. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: But you can give us your spontaneous, 
unrehearsed .•• 
MR. KIRKPATRICK: Yes, right! 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: This is our trick, we get the way people 
really feel when we get them here before they have a chance to put 
anything together. 
MR. KIRKPATRICK: That's the way to do it. I did make a 
few notes, about three or four pages here. I will try to be as brief 
as I can, understanding that you've had a long day and that you 
probably want to get on your way to Sacramento or wherever. Anyway, 
I would like to make a few preliminary remarks here in terms of the 
fact that I really am not in office as yet, as most of you I'm sure 
have seen in the news media in one form or another. I will not 
officially report to my job until next Tuesday, October 13th, so those 
remarks that I make will be prefaced on the bas!s that I really do not 
want to make a value judgment about what is happeni~g in the Department. 
I am prepared to talk on the general information I've been gathering 
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over these seven years that I have been. gone. And I think if it can 
be taken into context that I have no specific figures per se, but I 
can simply indicate that I've been in constant contact with personnel 
both within the Department and without and throughout the field of 
the correctional system. That I have reviewed most of the .administrative 
directives, executive bulletins, etc., that have been issued over that 
period of time, so I am pretty familiar with what's happening in the 
L.A. County Probation Department. 
In the upper poll of the news media it appears that the 
Chief P.O. job in Los Angeles is quite a news event, and I think one 
of the most poignant things that's happened to me. My father is in 
the Hollywood Presbyterian Hospital in a semi-coma and not really 
expected to live. He has a tube down his throat and he's had cataract 
operations and is unable to see without a contact lens or glasses, so 
the nurses there, as I walked in to visit him just before I came here, 
the nurses had put a huge sign on the side of the wall and I wrote 
down what it said. It said, "Ken's won victory" -- these are in six 
inch letters -- "hail to the chief and you too", and this was to 
my father, who hopefully can see that on the wall and can respond. So 
I think that was something, and I asked them to preserve that for me, 
because that really touched me rather deeply. 
I would like to make a few general remarks which sort of 
indicate my philosophy concerning probation and certainly something 
that will guide me as I go back and I think perhaps will be a help 
to the committee in terms of their evaluating the whole concept of 
probation. And particularly, as many of the functions of probation are 
mandated by the State statute, and you as State Legislators are 
really responsible for much of what we do. At least quantitatively, 
- 118 -
• 
not necessarily qualitatively. I think realistically that we cannot 
incarcerate all offenders, even many of the· serious ones. Simply, it's 
not possible. Economically, .YOU can't provide enough jails and prisons, 
etc., so that probation is going to have to remain one part of the 
correctional system as we see it, and whether we really like it or 
not, for instance, the administration in Washington is suggesting a 
$2 billion appropriation to expand the incarceration facilities in 
the various states. And the actual fact is that, that $2 billion 
wouldn't cover the cost of really imprisoning or jaili~g all of the 
felons that commit an offense in Los ~geles County in one year. 
And when you think that the average le~gth of stay in the prisons 
in California is something like 36 months, 3 years, you can see that 
we would soon be overwhelmed. We certainly must conclude "that the 
overwhelming number of misdemeanants, first offenders, those that are 
committing even less serious felonies, are going to go back into the 
communities, there is just no question about it. 
I think therefore that we must address the question of 
whether or not we are going to have qualified and quality probation 
services, or whether we are simply going to go through the motions. 
I think my ideas of the goal of probation is to protect the community, 
and you protect it by (1) providing the courts with the kind of 
information which enables them to sentence or commit those who are 
dangerous to others, those who are repeat offenders, and . . remove 
them from the community and put them into some kind of custody 
situation, there is no question about that; (2) is to provide the 
kind of supervision of those who return to the community, which minimizes 
the recidivation of those particular kinds of cases. 
I think that one of the problems we face is the public 
disenchantment, not only with probation, but government in general, 
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but particularly probation. Somehow, the public has the idea that 
probation is soft on crime, that probation is simply a slap on the 
wrist, etc., and all of you know that, and somehow that probation 
doesn't work. I think that it's up to those of us who are leaders 
in the field to address that point to contradict or counteract that 
kind of feeling. You know, probation officers are just as interested 
about putting away the hardcore offender, the violent offender, the 
repeat offender, as any of the most hardnosed cops that you can find. 
I think that if you talk with police officers or anybody else who 
are involved with probation on a regular basis, you're going to find 
that probation simply is not soft on crime, it isn't interested in 
keeping people in the community that don't belong there, in anyway 
whatsoever. 
Secondly, probation in itself can have it's punitive aspects. 
In other words, conditions of probation can require somebody to spend 
a certain time in jail. It can require people to pay fines, to 
reimburse victims, it can require people to perform public service 
work, and provide that kind of punitive approach, if you will. It 
can limit the association with other people, particularly other offenders, 
or those who may have an undue influence on that person. It can hold 
persons responsible for remaining within a certain jurisdiction, or 
certain districts, or limited in their movement. It ~an require as 
a condition that a probationer seek employment, and obtain employment, 
and report to work and stay on the job, and it can also require him to 
go to school, seek vocational training, or obtain psychiatric or 
psychological help, submit to drug testing, urinalysis and so forth. 
Many of these conditions are not necessarily pleasant to the probationers, 




things can happen that are even less pleasant to him. 
I think there are two kinds ·of probation success, and one 
of the problems that we've faced in the field of probation is the 
fact that we only get credit for one kind of success and that's where 
the individual probationer succeeds on probation, he reforms his 
behavior, he no longer commits any offenses a_nd he becomes a law-
abiding citizen. There is another type of probation success that 
we've never gotten credit for, and that's the probationer who is 
placed on probation under a grant, and who because of the skill and 
knowledge and the experience of the probation officer is evaluated 
under supervision, he finds that this probationer is not making it, 
he is either violating the conditions or his kind of behavior is such 
that he is returned to the court for a more restrictive kind of 
sentence, jail, prison, or whatever. And that is done before the 
probationer commits further offenses in the community. And that I 
feel is success, and we simply have not been credited with that kind 
of successful operation of the probation system in this State, or 
perhaps nationwide. 
So much for some of the things that I feel are important 
in the overall consideration of the Legislature as it considers 
probation and the statutes pertaining to it. Now as I said before, 
and I'd like to reiterate that the effects of budget cuts in the 
Los Angeles Probation Department that I have noted, are simply general 
observations, I don't want to, in any way, criticize or in any way 
make a value judgment concerning the decisions that were made. I 
simply report them to you in terms of what you are asking me to 
testify on today. 
One, I note that the overall staffing of the Probation 
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Department when I left it under duress was 4500 employees. It now 
is approximately 3300, some 1200 ,less. I think perhaps there is some 
indication there in terms of the role that probation is playing in 
the criminal juvenile justice system in Los ~geles County. These 
cuts have resulted in an investigation yardstick going from 4 to 5.3 
cases for superior cases, which are the most serious type of cases. 
This does not appear to be a major cut~ on the other hand, if you 
look at it, it represents there somethi~g like 25 percent cut in the 
amount of time that a probation officer would have to investigate a 
felon. The municipal court investigation yardstick has gone from 
five per week, to in one instance, Type one cases -- twenty-six cases 
per week that the investigating DPO's required to handle -- and thirteen 
per week for the Type II cases. Admittedly these are the more minor 
type of cases that come to the Probation Department, but I would 
call to the attention of the Committee that many of those misdemeanor 
cases are felonies originally which had them either plea bargained 
down or whatever to misdemeanors. 
The supervision caseload has -- probably you've already 
heard -- has been increased from 150 per deputy probation officers to 
290, not quite a doubling of the supervision caseload. I tried to 
calculate out on a basis of some studies that we made about the time 
available through probation officers or supervision that was made at 
the time I was still with the Department, and we found that based upon 
those studies the average time that would be available to an adult 
supervision officer for each case would be about ten minutes per month. 
The juvenile supervision yardstick was increased from 75 to 145, again 
almost doubling. That would mean that approximately each case could 
receive up to twenty on an average, I should say, of twenty minutes 
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per month. And I think that is the result of what's really happened. 
There are othe·r pr~·gram cuts that have taken place since I 
was the chief of the department. For instance, we had a program called 
our VOX Program or Violent Offender Control Program. In 1974 we had 
18 units, a unit being made up of eight probation officers or nine, 
and handling about 45 cases each. That program was wiped out in some 
of the budget cuts. More recently under the 14 point plan that Supervisor 
Edelman put through for the Probation Department, that has been rejuven-
ated, reinstated, and presently there are four units operating of 
that particular program with caseloads of 50 each for adults and 35 
for juvenile. What that really amounts to is that under the old plan, 
back in 1974, we had 4,000 -- ro~ghly 4,860 -- cases under intensive 
supervision because of the kind of violent offense that was committed, 
and now we have roughly 1,480 cases, about 1/4 or perhaps 1/3. 
Another program that I understand Mr. Van de Kamp testified 
about this morning was our Intercept Program~ that was initiated back 
in my particular days and as you know, provides probation officers 
to work with the police officers in police stations concerning request 
for petition and so forth of juveniles. That program has been discon-
tinued as of, I think, a couple or three months ago. The family 
treatment program, thatwas a short term concentrated treatment of 
families while the children were in juvenile halls with the effort to 
re-establish communication to enable some of those kids who are the 
least serious offenders to get back into their own homes -- that was 
discontinued. The juvenile work program which brought kids in as 
part of their probation period and conditions to provide work with the 
Park and Recreation Department has been suspended ·as I understand it. 
The Contact Program, which was a program initiated to find and obtain 
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and recruit probationers for various kinds of jobs with industry, 
manufacturers and so forth has been discontinued. The 6S4 prevention 
program which is, perhaps you heard about before, but this is essentially 
6S4 of the W and I Code, which enables the probation officer to provide 
a service for a period up to six months prior to filing a petition 
has been discontinued, as I have understood it and learned. The 
camps after-care programs which provided the transitional kinds of 
supervison of youngsters coming out of our camp program back into the 
community has been discontinued, as I understand it. And now, instead 
of coming back to caseloads of 3S to SO, where we had the after program, 
they're coming back into the regular 14S case program, which I think 
you can see minimizes the amount of time that they can devote to the 
transitional period back into the community from the institution. The 
narcotic's testing program has been reduced from two tests per month 
to one, as I understand it. And the caseloads for probation officers 
in those narcotics testing -- narcotics control pr~gram unit, I think 
they have a new name for it -- I don't really remember that -- has been 
increased from SO to 8S, an increase of some 3S. 
I think that, as I went over in my own mind, are the programs 
that have been curtailed or eliminated. or whatever constitutes the --
those general observations that I have been able to make. 
I would like to conclude with some remarks concerning my 
feelings about probation. Certainly it is the cheapest manner of 
handling offenders and perhaps the most cost effective. I don't know 
if we have a study that can really prove that; we know it is certainly 
cheaper, but it cannot be done at the expense of the public safety, 
you simply can't. You must protect the public first, and then you 





probation can satisfy the public's demand for punishment; and I 
think we have to be realistic, it is certainly there, and I think 
it can -- by the many conditions tha·t I reiterated before -- I think 
that probation can provide the kind of courts that assures -- provides 
the information to the court -- that it best assures that dangerous 
offenders are going to be incarcerated over and over again. I think 
an editorial in The Times the other day about the case down in New 
Mexico in which the judge resigned, is indicative of the fact that it 
is even a protection to the courts because where there are unusual 
or individual circumstances concerni~g a case, good investigation by 
the Probation Department can justify even to the public the dispositon 
or sentences of certain things. I think that realistically the whole 
philosophy of Proposition 13 permeates all government. We simply 
can't expect to have the kind of funding that we had in the past. 
We're simply not goi~g to get it, and therefore anybody who's an 
administrator in this field has got to be innovative; he's got to 
be able to more and more· demand efficiency from staff. He's got to 
find a way of providing all of these services with less, and there 
is just no question about that. 
And finally I'd like to say, as I view this, the local 
government can no longer shoulder the major burden of the financial 
support of probation. It's simply going to have to come from other 
sources, primarily the State. There is just no way that with 
Proposition 13 and the cut in taxes and the kind of cuts that are 
coming down, you who passed the statutes that require us to do our job 
are going to have to provide us some resources in many, many instances 
to do it. Thank you very much for the opportunity to talk with you. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: Thank you very much Mr. Kirkpatrick. We 
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appreciate you corning here so soon after your reinstatement and your 
willingness to testify before this subcommittee even before you got 
on back to your job. And we hope that things will work out as well 
as possible with your problem. 
MR. KIRKPATRICK: Very good. Would there be a possibility 
of getting a copy of the transcript? 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: If it is transcribed, we will . get you a 
copy. 
MR. KIRKPATRICK: I'd like that very, very much. 
CHAIRMAN LEVINE: We will be happy to do that. I would like 
to, before adjourning the hearing, thank all of the witnesses who carne 
here today. Frankly, I think that the staff did a marvelous job in 
pulling together a variety of people who are eminently involved with 
probation, and on whom probation has significant impact, whether 
you are directly out of the probation system yourself, in terms of 
being a administrator, or being an employee: or whether you are a 
member of the judiciary: or whether you are from the CYA; or whether 
you are from the police; or whether you are from the school system. 
If there is any single thread that runs through this hearing, it is 
the impact that probation has on each of these entitites and the 
impact that the cuts that we are seeing in probation has -- not just 
on the Department itself -- but all of the other arenas and areas that 
it touches. I'm hopeful that through the type of interchange that we 
had today, that it will serve both as a catalyst to each of you and 
your entities, those entities that you represent to continue to brain-
storm and develop innovative responses that will help you deal with 
some of these problems, and I'm hopeful that we in the Legislature will 
be in a position to respond once these problems are developed and 
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analyzed. With that I can thank you ,all and adjourn the committee. 
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